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Introduction  
Section 8302 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the 

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA),1 requires the Secretary to establish procedures and criteria 

under which, after consultation with the Governor, a State educational agency (SEA) may submit a 

consolidated State plan designed to simplify the application requirements and reduce burden for 

SEAs.  ESEA section 8302 also requires the Secretary to establish the descriptions, information, 

assurances, and other material required to be included in a consolidated State plan. Even though an 

SEA submits only the required information in its consolidated State plan, an SEA must still meet 

all ESEA requirements for each included program.  In its consolidated State plan, each SEA may, 

but is not required to, include supplemental information, such as its overall vision for improving 

outcomes for all students and its efforts to consult with and engage stakeholders when developing 

its consolidated State plan. 

Completing and Submitting a Consolidated State Plan 
Each SEA must address all of the requirements identified below for the programs that it chooses to 

include in its consolidated State plan.  An SEA must use this template or a format that includes the 

required elements and that the State has developed working with the Council of Chief State School 

Officers (CCSSO).   

 

Each SEA must submit to the U.S. Department of Education (Department) its consolidated State 

plan by one of the following two deadlines of the SEAôs choice: 

¶ April 3, 2017; or 

¶ September 18, 2017.                 
 

Any plan that is received after April 3, but on or before September 18, 2017, will be considered to 

be submitted on September 18, 2017. In order to ensure transparency consistent with ESEA section 

1111(a)(5), the Department intends to post each State plan on the Departmentôs website.  

Alternative Template 
If an SEA does not use this template, it must: 

1) Include the information on the Cover Sheet; 

2) Include a table of contents or guide that clearly indicates where the SEA has addressed 

each requirement in its consolidated State plan; 

3) Indicate that the SEA worked through CCSSO in developing its own template; and 

4) Include the required information regarding equitable access to, and participation in, the 

programs included in its consolidated State plan as required by section 427 of the General 

Education Provisions Act. See Appendix B.  

 

                                                           
1 Unless otherwise indicated, citations to the ESEA refer to the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA. 
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Ind ividual Program State Plan 
An SEA may submit an individual program State plan that meets all applicable statutory and 

regulatory requirements for any program that it chooses not to include in a consolidated State plan.  

If an SEA intends to submit an individual program plan for any program, the SEA must submit the 

individual program plan by one of the dates above, in concert with its consolidated State plan, if 

applicable.    
  

Consultation 
Under ESEA section 8540, each SEA must consult in a timely and meaningful manner with the 

Governor, or appropriate officials from the Governorôs office, including during the development 

and prior to submission of its consolidated State plan to the Department.  A Governor shall have 

30 days prior to the SEA submitting the consolidated State plan to the Secretary to sign the 

consolidated State plan.  If the Governor has not signed the plan within 30 days of delivery by the 

SEA, the SEA shall submit the plan to the Department without such signature. 

 

 

Assurances 
In order to receive fiscal year (FY) 2017 ESEA funds on July 1, 2017, for the programs that may 

be included in a consolidated State plan, and consistent with ESEA section 8302, each SEA must 

also submit a comprehensive set of assurances to the Department at a date and time established by 

the Secretary.  In the near future, the Department will publish an information collection request 

that details these assurances.    

For Further Information: If you have any questions, please contact your Program Officer at 

OSS.[State]@ed.gov (e.g., OSS.Alabama@ed.gov). 

 

 

 

mailto:OSS.Alabama@ed.gov
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Cover Page 

Contact Information and Signatures  

SEA Contact (Name and Position):Ira Schwartz, 

Associate Commissioner, Office of Accountability                                 
Telephone:(718) 722-2796 

Mailing Address:55 Hanson Place, Brooklyn, NY 

11217 
Email Address:Ira.Schwartz@nysed.gov 

By signing this document, I assure that: 

To the best of my knowledge and belief, all information and data included in this plan are true 

and correct. 

The SEA will submit a comprehensive set of assurances at a date and time established by the 

Secretary, including the assurances in ESEA section 8304.   

Consistent with ESEA section 8302(b)(3), the SEA will meet the requirements of ESEA sections 

1117 and 8501 regarding the participation of private school children and teachers. 

 

Authorized SEA Representative (Printed Name) 

 

MaryEllen Elia 

 

 

Telephone: (518) 474-5844 

Signature of Authorized SEA Representative 

 

  

 

 

 

Date: 1/12/18 

 

Governor (Printed Name) 

 

 

Andrew M. Cuomo 

 

 

Date SEA provided plan to the Governor 

under ESEA section 8540: 

 

July 31, 2017 

Signature of Governor  Date: 
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Programs Included in the Consolidated State Plan 
Instructions: Indicate below by checking the appropriate box(es) which programs the SEA 

included in its consolidated State plan.  If an SEA elected not to include one or more of the 

programs below in its consolidated State plan, but is eligible and wishes to receive funds under the 

program(s), it must submit individual program plans for those programs that meet all statutory 

and regulatory requirements with its consolidated State plan in a single submission.  

 

               Ἠ Check this box if the SEA has included all of the following programs in its 

consolidated State plan.  

or 

If all programs are not included, check each program listed below that the SEA includes in its 

consolidated State plan: 

               ἦ Title I, Part A:  Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 

 

               ἦ Title I, Part C:  Education of Migratory Children 

 

               ἦ Title I, Part D:  Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who 

Are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk 

 

               ἦ Title II, Part A:  Supporting Effective Instruction 

 

               ἦ Title III, Part A:  English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and 

Academic Achievement 

 

               ἦ Title IV, Part A:  Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants 

               ἦ Title IV, Part B:  21st Century Community Learning Centers 

 

               ἦ Title V, Part B, Subpart 2:  Rural and Low-Income School Program 

               ἦ Title VII, Subpart B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for 

Homeless Children and Youth Program (McKinney-Vento Act) 
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Instructions 
Each SEA must provide descriptions and other information that address each requirement listed 

below for the programs included in its consolidated State plan. Consistent with ESEA section 

8302, the Secretary has determined that the following requirements are absolutely necessary for 

consideration of a consolidated State plan. An SEA may add descriptions or other information, but 

may not omit any of the required descriptions or information for each included program.  

Lƴ aŀǊŎƘ нлмтΣ ǘƘŜ /ƘŀƴŎŜƭƭƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ wŜƎŜƴǘǎΣ 5ǊΦ .Ŝǘǘȅ !Φ wƻǎŀΣ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΥ  

 

 

To that end, the Regents and Department of Education seek to address the following goals in this 

ESSA plan: 

¶ Provide all students comparable access to a world-class curriculum aligned to Next Generation State standards. 

¶ Focus on reducing persistent achievement gaps by promoting the equitable allocation of resources in all public schools 
and the provision of supports for all students.  

¶ Support educator excellence and equity through the entire continuum of recruitment, preparation, induction, 
professional learning, evaluation, and career development of teachers and school leaders.  

¶ Build an accountability and support system that is based upon multiple measures of college, career, and civic readiness.  

¶ Use performance measures that incentivize all public schools to move all students to higher levels of achievement and 
attainment and measure student growth from year to year. 

¶ Identify low-performing schools by using multiple measures, assist in identifying the root causes of low performance, 
support school improvement by using a differentiated and flexible support system that is based upon the individual needs 
of each school, and provide supports to districts and schools to implement high-quality improvement plans and improve 
student outcomes.   

¶ Recognize the effect of school environment on student academic performance and support efforts to improve the climate 
of all schools.  

¶ Ensure that all students have access to support for their social-emotional well-being. 

¶ Provide all students access to extra-curricular opportunities so that students can serve their schools and their 
communities, participate in community-based internships, and engage in sports and arts. 

¶ Promote a relationship of trust, cultural responsiveness, and respect between schools and families, recognizing that 
student achievement and school improvement are shared responsibilities. 

¶ Ensure that effective educator practice is driven by an understanding of content knowledge, evidenced-based 
instructional practices, and a commitment to all students and their families. 

¶ Ensure that students with disabilities are provided services and supports consistent with the principles of the Blueprint for 
Improved Results for Students with Disabilities. 

¶ Provide educators with opportunities for continual professional development in the areas of equity, anti-bias, 
multicultural, and culturally responsive pedagogies.   

¶ Support districts and their communities in engaging in critical conversations about culturally responsive educational 
systems. 

¶ Support schools in developing and implementing policies that result in all students being educated to the maximum 
extent possible with their general education peers and provide appropriate supports and services to promote positive 
student outcomes. 

To these ends, the plan develops a set of indicators that will: a) reveal how New York State 

schools provide students with opportunities to learn and support many dimensions of learning, b) 

provide a set of expectations for progress for the State, districts, and schools, and c) measure the 

effectiveness of supports provided to schools to meet these expectations. The plan also describes 

ά¢ƘŜ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ {ǘŀǘŜ .ƻŀǊd of Regents is to ensure that every child has 

equitable access to the highest quality educational opportunities, services and supports in 

ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ 

positive learning environments so that each child is prepared for success in college, 

ŎŀǊŜŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎƘƛǇΦέ  

 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/publications/2015-memos/blueprint-for-improved-results-for-students-with-disabilities.html
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/publications/2015-memos/blueprint-for-improved-results-for-students-with-disabilities.html
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strategies by which New York State can create a learning system so that schools and districts can 

collaborate in developing strategies to align practice to research, and the Department can support a 

knowledge development and dissemination agenda on behalf of continual improvement.  

The above goals are aligned with those recently articulated by the Board of Regents as part of the 

My Brotherôs Keeper Initiative2 that include ensuring that all students:  

The Board of Regents is committed to using its ESSA plan and the My Brotherôs Keeper initiative 

to mutually support the development and adoption of policies and programs that promote the 

values of socioeconomic, racial, cultural, and other kinds of diversity.  

The Board of Regents also is committed to using its ESSA plan to increase equity of outcomes in 

New York Stateôs schools. Among a wide variety of ways in which New York State envisions that 

its ESSA plan will promote educational equity, we highlight the following ñbakerôs dozen:ò 

1. Publish, annually, the per-pupil expenditures for each Local Education Agency (LEA) and 

school in the State to highlight instances in which resources must be reallocated to better 

support those students with the greatest needs. 

2. Publish, annually, a report examining equitable access to effective teachers per district and 

facilitate the ability of districts to address inequities through strengthening 

mentoring/induction programs, targeting professional development, or improving career 

ladders. 

3. Use the Needs Assessment process for low-performing schools to identify inequities in 

resources available to schools, and require districts to address these inequities in their 

improvement plans. 

4. Reduce inequities in the allocation of resources to schools by districts by establishing an 

annual cycle of resource allocation reviews in districts with large numbers of identified 

schools. 

5. Direct additional support and assistance to low-performing schools, based on school results 

and the degree to which they are improving. 

6. Focus on fairness and inclusion of all New York State students in State assessments 

through the involvement of educators and the application of Universal Design for Learning 

concepts in test development. 

7. Leverage the creation of P-20 partnerships that explicitly recognize the importance of 

institutions of higher education and other preparatory programs to improve the quality and 

diversity of the educator workforce. 

8. Require that districts include in any future collective bargaining agreements a provision that 

any teacher transferring from another school in the district to a Comprehensive Support and 

Improvement school must have been rated as Effective or Highly Effective in the most recent 

evaluation year.   

                                                           
2 bŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ {ǘŀǘŜΣ aȅ .ǊƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ YŜŜǇŜǊ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ.   

Enter school ready 
to learn

Read at grade level 
by third grade

Graduate from high 
school ready for 

college and careers

Complete 
postsecondary 
education or 

training

Successfully enter 
the workforce

Grow up in safe 
communities and 

get a second chance 
if a mistake is made

http://www.nysed.gov/mbk/schools/my-brothers-keeper
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9. Use Title I School Improvement Funds to support the efforts of districts to increase diversity 

and reduce socio-economic and racial/ethnic isolation and bias in schools. 

10. Develop State and local policies and procedures to ensure that homeless youth are provided 

the same access to appropriate educational supports, services, and opportunities as their 

peers. 

11. Create uniform transition plans for students exiting neglected or delinquent facilities and 

require school districts to appoint a transition liaison to ensure equal supports for the 

studentsô successful return to school. 

12. Explicitly design the State accountability and support system to require schools and 

districts to a) reduce gaps in performance between all subgroups, b) incentivize districts to 

provide opportunities for advanced coursework to all high school students, c) continue to 

support all students who need more than four years to meet graduation requirements, and d) 

work with all students who have left school so that they can earn a high school equivalency 

diploma.  

13. Ensure that cultural responsiveness informs all school policies and practices and guides 

interactions among all members of the school community. 

 

Together, these goals reflect the Stateôs commitment to improving student learning results for all 

students by creating well-developed, culturally responsive, and equitable systems of support for 

achieving dramatic gains in student outcomes.    

New York State posits that these goals can be achieved 

IF é 

é THEN é 

New York State will eliminate gaps in achievement. 

 

 

 

 

 

1. New York State identifies the characteristics of highly effective schools that provide culturally responsive teaching and 

learning  

2. Schools, districts, and the State collaborate to determine the degree to which each school demonstrates the characteristics 

of a highly effective schools 

3. Schools, districts, and the State collaborate to develop plans to address gaps between the current conditions in each school 

and the characteristics of highly effective schools 

4. Schools and districts are provided with resources, including human capital, to implement these plans 

5. These resources are used to effectively implement plans that are assessed regularly and revised as appropriate 

6. Additional supports and interventions occur when schools and districts that are low-performing do not improve 

http://p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa.html
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT  

The New York State Education Department (NYSED or ñthe Departmentò) and the New 

York State Board of Regents began the process of soliciting public input and feedback 

regarding the development of the stateôs required plan in May 2016.   Throughout the 

process, the New York State Board of Regents has remained committed to ensuring that all 

stakeholder voices are heard and discussions between groups with diverse viewpoints are 

encouraged.  New York State is very diverse: culturally, linguistically, racially, economically, 

and geographically.  The Department and Board of Regents created a strategic framework 

for engaging stakeholders to develop a plan that meets the unique needs of the state and its 

students.   This framework included the following activities that are described in more detail 

in the sections that follow: 

¶ Creation of the ESSA Think Tank 

¶ Regular consultation with the Title I Committee of Practitioners 

¶ Fall and Winter Regional Stakeholder Meetings on ESSA  

¶ Public On-line Surveys 

¶ Spring Public Hearings on the ESSA Draft Plan and Public Comment Period on the 

ESSA Draft Plan 

¶ Educator Conference on ESSA 

¶ Consultation with National Educational Experts 

¶ Updates to the Board of Regents on ESSA, with items, presentations, and webcasts 

also available to the public on the Board of Regents webpage. 

ESSA Think Tank 

At the May 2016 meeting of the Board of Regents, Department staff requested approval of a 

plan to engage stakeholders through establishment of an ESSA Think Tank (ñthe Think 

Tankò).  The Department has successfully used this strategy in the past to consult with 

stakeholders on the ESEA Flexibility Waiver applications.  To be well-prepared to take 

advantage of potential new flexibility and ensure stakeholder input in the creation of a new 

state plan, the Department invited representatives of key stakeholder organizations, as well 

as experts in accountability systems, to participate in an ESSA Think Tank.  Members of the 

Think Tank were asked to help NYSED staff review the new requirements and opportunities 

presented within ESSA and provide recommendations for a set of guiding principles to be 

used in developing the plan.  Members of the Think Tank were also asked to provide 

recommendations and feedback on specific components of the plan as it was developed.  As 

New York Stateôs draft plan evolved, members were asked to share information from the 

Think Tank with their organizations and, in turn, to solicit feedback to share with the Think 

Tank.  A complete list of organizations that participated in the Think Tank can be found on 

the Departmentôs ESSA Website: http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa.html. 
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The Think Tank convened at least once a month, beginning in June 2016, in Albany, New 

York and/or via Webinar, for a total of 15 meetings to date.   Prior to the first meeting in 

Albany, members were invited to participate in two webinars related to the provisions of 

ESSA and how the state can move forward to respond to the ESSA requirements.   The 

Department created an ESSA Think Tank webpage, which catalogued various ESSA 

resource documents and the presentations given at each meeting. 

In addition to in -person monthly meetings of the Think Tank, members were given the 

option of joining one of six ESSA topical workgroups.  These groups met regularly, typically 

at least twice a month, usually via phone conference or webinars.  The workgroups were 

organized to address specific strategies and proposals related to the ESSA requirements 

pertaining to: 

¶ Challenging Academic Standards and Assessments  

¶ Accountability Measurements and Methodologies   

¶ Supporting English language Learners/Multilingual Learners  

¶ Supports and Improvements for Schools  

¶ Supports for Excellent Educators 

¶ Supports for All Students 

  

In the beginning months of the Think Tank, the group helped the Department to craft a 

series of Guiding Principles to inform development of the ESSA application.   The Think 

Tank also provided feedback on the revisions to the Guiding Principles. The Department and 

Think Tank members agreed that NYSôs ESSA State plan should be created with the goal of 

supporting the development of highly effective schools and encouraging and enabling all 

schools toward becoming or remaining highly effective.   Based on the Departmentôs 

engagement with the Think Tank, a series of statements intended to articulate the 

characteristics of highly effective schools was crafted.  The draft Guiding Principles and 

Characteristics of Highly Effective Schools were presented to the Board of Regents at its July 

2016 meeting. 

Using the Guiding Principles and the Characteristics of Highly Effective Schools as 

foundational documents, the ESSA Think Tank workgroups discussed essential questions 

that needed to be answered in each section of the state plan.  The work groups were among 

the main modes for consultation on the two areas within the application that required direct 

consultation.   The Challenging Academic Standards and Assessments work group discussed 

and formulated proposals related to how the state would determine the minimum number of 

students within a subgroup (n-size).  The Supporting English Language Learners and 

Multilingual Learners group discussed how the state will determine which languages are 

present to a significant extent in the participating student population, including English 

Language Learners who are migratory, English Language Learners who were not born in 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa.html
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the United States, and English Language Learners who are Native Americans, languages 

other than English that are spoken by a significant portion of the participating student 

population in one or more of the stateôs LEAs, as well as languages spoken by a significant 

portion of the participating student population across grade levels. 

In September 2016, the Department began working with the Think Tank on summarizing 

areas of consensus on the essential questions.  These summaries, in large part, served as the 

starting point for the development of a set of High Concept Ideas.  In conjunction with the 

Think Tank , the Department drafted an initial list of 36 High Concept Ideas in response to 

the essential questions and guided by the discussions within the Think Tank.   Over time, to 

support development of New York Stateôs draft plan, the Think Tank developed additional 

High Concept Ideas, resulting in a total of 51 High Concept Ideas being presented to the 

Board of Regents.   The vast majority of these High Concept Ideas have been embedded in 

New York Stateôs ESSA plan. 

As noted above, the Think Tank served as a thought partner with Department staff to 

develop the activities and materials that were used in the meetings to engage stakeholders 

around the state in a discussion of ESSA.  In fall 2016, the Think Tank discussed and 

provided feedback on the first round of Public ESSA meetings.  Think Tank members were 

also encouraged to attend those meetings and subsequently provide their thoughts on how 

the meetings were conducted.  Similarly, when the Department arranged Winter ESSA 

Public Meetings, the Think Tank helped the Department to create discussion questions for 

the participants that focused on issues that the Department was contemplating related to the 

draft ESSA plan.   

At different points throughout development of the plan, the workgroups reported to the 

Think Tank about their progress.   

In April and May 2017, members were provided with proposals that were being considered 

for incorporation in the draft ESSA plan and invited to provide feedback.  Department staff 

used this feedback to finalize the draft plan presented to the Board of Regents in May 2017.  

Subsequently, the Board of Regents released the draft plan in May 2017 for public comment 

and announced that 13 Regional ESSA Public Hearings would be conducted.  Think Tank 

members were asked to inform their constituents of the public comment period and the 

hearings, as well as to submit formal public comment on behalf of the organizations that the 

members represented.  In June 2017, members of the Think Tank were given an opportunity 

to formally present the feedback of their organization on the draft plan to Department staff. 

Following submission of the plan in September 2017, the Department will continue its 

collaboration with the Think Tank with a focus on feedback and suggestions regarding the 

operationalization of the plan and how to communicate the new requirements and initiatives 

to a diverse set of stakeholders. 

 

 

 



  

Revised State Template for the Consolidated State Plan 12 

 

 

Committee of Practitioners 

ESSA requires each state that receives Title I funds convene a Committee of Practitioners 

(COP) to advise the state in carrying out its responsibilities under Title I.  The duties of the 

COP include a review, before publication, of any proposed or final state rule or regulation 

related to Title I.  In New York State, the COP committee is presently comprised of 

organizations including, but not limited to, Local Education Agencies (LEAs); Boards of 

Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES); Institutions of Higher Education (IHE); and 

organizations that represent school boards, superintendents, school administrators, teachers, 

paraprofessionals, parents, nonpublic schools, and community partners. 

 

Beginning in May 2016, the COP has been provided with regular updates regarding ESSA 

and several opportunities to provide the Department with feedback on the development of 

the plan.  The COP has conducted extensive discussions on ESSA more than ten times since 

May 2016.  The Committee of Practitioners were asked (in addition to the Think Tank) to 

provide feedback on the draft Characteristics of Highly Effective Schools, Guiding 

Principles, and High Concept Ideas.   The COP provided valuable feedback that led to 

thoughtful revisions of these policy documents prior to their presentation to the Board of 

Regents and use at the Fall Regional ESSA State Plan Development meetings. 

In addition to updates, the COP has been asked for feedback on proposed ideas for the plan 

and has been surveyed regarding accountability issues and indicators related to the plan.  

The Department maintains a Title I C OPS Committee website where agendas and materials 

for each meeting are posted.   

Fall and Winter Regional ESSA State Plan Development Meetings  

NYSED held more than 120 Fall and Winter Regional in-person meetings across the state in 

coordination with the stateôs 37 Boards of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) and 

the superintendents of the stateôs five largest city school districts (Buffalo, New York City, 

Rochester, Syracuse and Yonkers).  These meetings were attended by more than 4,000 

students, parents, teachers, school and district leaders, school board members, and other 

stakeholders.  To familiarize participants with the requirements for ESSA, and the various 

issues that would be discussed at the meeting, the Department created a public Every 

Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) website.  

 

Fall Meetings 

The purpose of the Fall Regional ESSA State Plan Development Meetings was to engage 

stakeholders in an introductory discussion of the requirements of ESSA and the draft High 

Concept Ideas.  Fall Regional ESSA State Plan Development Meetings were held across the 

state and hosted by District Superintendents and Superintendents of the Big 5 school 

districts (Buffalo, New York City, Rochester, Syracuse and Yonkers) in the last two weeks of 

October and in early November 2016.  The fall meeting was by invitation only, and the 

Department provided guidance to facilitators to ensure that parents, teachers, district staff, 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability-cops/
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa.html
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa.html
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community members, students, and community based organizations were represented.  The 

Department also provided facilitators with a list of the organizations that are part of the 

Think Tank and encouraged them to invite the local representatives of those organizations in 

addition to the unique local stakeholders in their region. 

Regional Meeting Facilitators provided the Department with a summary of the feedback 

received on the High Concept Ideas, based upon the discussions at the meetings.  In addition, 

each participant had the opportunity to provide feedback by completing an on-line survey. 

The feedback received during the Fall meetings was summarized and presented to the Board 

of Regents at its November 2016 meeting.  A total of 2,206 persons participated in 40 

Regional meetings.  A total of 585 surveys were submitted by participants.  A complete 

summary of the feedback received from the Fall meetings is available in a presentation to the 

Board of Regents, posted on the Departmentôs Board of Regents website here: Development 

of New Yorkôs Every Student Succeeds Act State Plan, Presented to the Board of Regents 

November 14, 2016.  

 

Winter Meetings 

The NYSED provided an additional opportunity for stakeholder and public input, from 

February 27 through March 17, 2017, at the Winter Regional Open Meetings on ESSA.  

District Superintendents and Superintendents of Buffalo, New York City, Rochester, 

Syracuse and Yonkers hosted open public meetings to gather public input on questions 

related to the continued development of the draft state ESSA plan.  

The meetings were focused on 14 questions for which the Department wished feedback on 

specified options, before making recommendations for how to address these questions in 

developing the draft of New Yorkôs State ESSA application.  Questions addressed such issues 

as: possible new innovative assessment practices that New York may wish to seek approval to 

pilot; assessment and accountability requirements for newly arrived English language 

learners, strategies for pre-service preparation and professional support for educators; 

design of the stateôs public school accountability system; and supports and interventions in 

low-performing schools. 

Seventy-six regional meetings were held in March and early April 2017 across the state, with 

1,277 participants total, and the submission of 246 meeting surveys.  Regional meeting 

facilitators provided the Department with a summary of the feedback on the questions to be 

considered, based upon the discussions at the meetings.  In addition, each participant had the 

opportunity to provide feedback by completing an on-line survey.  

Public On-line Surveys:  Guiding Principles, Characteristics of Highly Effective Schools, 

Possible Indicators of School Quality and Student Success 

To ensure that the Department received feedback from a large and diverse group of 

stakeholders, public on-line surveys were released throughout the development of the plan.  

These surveys were promoted and distributed to the public in the following ways: 

http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20Monday%20am%20-%20ESSA.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20Monday%20am%20-%20ESSA.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20Monday%20am%20-%20ESSA.pdf
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¶ Press releases to the media;  

¶ Through the Think Tank members, who were encouraged to distribute the survey 

links to their constituents;  

¶ Through COP committee members, who were asked to share the survey links with 

their constituents;  

¶ Social Media posts from the Department;  

¶ Through the Commissionerôs regular newsletter to the public; and 

¶ Through Department listservs that include District Title I Directors, District Grant 

administrators, District Liaisons, Nonpublic Schools representatives, and Charter 

Schools. 

This chart outlines public on-line surveys open to the public, and the number of responses: 

Survey Topic Date 

released 

# of 

Responses 

Characteristics of Highly Effective Schools 

and ESSA Guiding Principles 

07/11/2016 606 

Fall Regional Meeting:  Proposed High 

Concept Ideas 

10/18/2016 585 

Possible Indicators of School Quality and 

Student Success 

01/23/2017 2,416 

Winter Regional Meeting:  Questions to 

Consider 

02/23/2017 246 

 

In addition to these surveys, which were open to the public, the Department used surveys 

extensively with both the Think Tank and the COP to assess where there were areas of 

consensus on issues discussed at the meetings. 

The largest number of survey responses came from the Survey on Possible Indicators of 

School Quality and Student Success, with 2,416 respondents.  New York State solicited 

feedback about indicators that could be used beginning with 2017-18 school year results, as 

well as those that might be added to the system in the future.  The interim result s of the 

survey on indicators of school quality were discussed at length by the Board of Regents 

during its March 2017 ESSA Retreat.   

The Board of Regents ultimately used the survey feedback to determine that New York State 

would use chronic absenteeism as an indicator for School Quality and Student Success at the 

elementary, middle, and high school levels.  More than two-thirds of survey respondents 

http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Attachment%203%20Interim%20Results%20of%20the%20Survey%20on%20Indicators%20of%20School%20Quality.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Attachment%203%20Interim%20Results%20of%20the%20Survey%20on%20Indicators%20of%20School%20Quality.pdf
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strongly supported or supported the use of chronic absenteeism as a measure of school 

quality and student success.   Additionally, at the high school level, New York State will 

initially use a College, Career, and Civic Readiness Index as a measure of school quality and 

student success. Such an indicator drew substantial support from respondents to the survey 

mentioned above, with two-thirds strongly supporting or supporting the use of a College, 

Career, and Civic Readiness Index.  The survey results are also being used to determine what 

measures will be incorporated into New York Stateôs data dashboard and considered for 

inclusion in the accountability system once valid and reliable baseline data becomes 

available. 

Spring 2017 Public Hearings on the ESSA Draft Plan and Public Comment Period on the 

ESSA Draft Plan 

On May 8, 2017, the Board of Regents released the stateôs draft ESSA plan for public 

comment and review.  As described above, NYSED held more than 120 stakeholder and 

public meetings to gather input to help inform the development of the draft plan. The 

Department also hosted 13 public hearings on the plan from May 11 through June 16 and 

accepted public comment on the plan through June 16, 2017. 

At the 13 Public Hearings, there were more than 270 speakers who provided the Department 

with their feedback.  Additionally, over 800 comments were received on the draft plan 

during the public comment period.  In general, the commenters wanted the Department to:  

¶ Provide clarity on 95% Participation Rate calculations and required actions.  There 

was concern about how the 95% participation rate requirement would affect some 

school accountability classifications. 

¶ Expand school accountability indicators to include Opportunity to Learn 

indicators/index; student access to and/or participation in a full educational program 

(science, arts, music, and physical education); and a ñSchool Health Index.ò 

¶ Continue support for Transfer Schools and use alternative metrics to hold them 

accountable for results. 

¶ Continue its focus on teacher preparation.  Commenters stated that the quality of the 

field experience is more important than quantity of time spent.  Also, commenters 

stated that educators need more preparation on teaching students with different 

learning styles. 

¶ Increase access to culturally responsive education, career-ready coursework, and 

digital technology. 

¶ Appoint a task force on cultural responsiveness that includes parents and experts to 

review state learning standards, school and district assessment, teacher assessment 

certification requirements, and recommend changes that will increase cultural 

responsiveness and improve instruction pedagogy and school climate.ò 

¶ About one third of the written comments were from three letter writing campaigns: 
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o One campaign advocated for higher standards for accountability for all 

schools with all students; a rating system based upon single overall ratings for 

each school; and increased parental involvement in all steps of the 

improvement plan process. 

o Another campaign advocated for the inclusion of creative arts therapists as 

Specialized Instructional Support Personnel (SISP) in the ESSA provisions for 

New York State. 

o The third campaign commended the Board of Regents for the inclusion of 

school library provisions in the ESSA draft plan. 

Many commenters applauded the specific focus on English Language Learners and 

Multilingua l Learners (ELL s/MLLs) within the draft plan. Some had concerns about testing 

requirements for ELLs/MLLs.  Several stakeholders asked that career and technical 

education pathways and coursework get as much attention as Advanced Placement or 

International B accalaureate classes.  Several commenters commended the support of 

studentsô equitable access to digital technology and recommended that the state include 

additional, allowable school library provisions in the final plan.  Many stakeholders 

expressed appreciation for the opportunity to provide input and feedback on the 

development of the stateôs draft plan over the past year and noted the wide variety of 

stakeholders that have been engaged along the way, as well.  Some stakeholders raised 

concerns about the level of funding that is needed to fully achieve the plan, particularly for 

high-poverty schools and districts. 

A complete analysis of the public comments received was presented at the July 2017 Board of 

Regents meeting, along with the Departmentôs response to those comments.  This analysis 

can be found at: Final Stakeholder Feedback Analysis 

Educator Conference on ESSA 

Educators will be at the forefront of the implementation of the stateôs ESSA plan, and 

therefore the state has prioritized their involvement in the creation of the plan.  In addition 

to serving on the ESSA Think Tank and the COP and attending the ESSA regional meetings, 

educators also participated in ESSA Conference for Educators held in June 2017.     

Districts were invited to have local educators apply to attend the one-day conference in 

Albany, New York.  Attendees were provided an overview of the stateôs draft plan, and were 

engaged in discussions surrounding the proposed strategies.  Educators provided the 

Department with valuable feedback on how to effectively support implementation of the plan 

across the state. 

Over the next six months to a year, teachers and principals and district personnel will 

require training on the stateôs new accountability system.  The Department is committed to 

continuing its engagement with educators during this period, as educators will be able to 

provide real-time, practical feedback on the implementation of the plan. 

 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa/documents/regents-july-2017-essa-stakeholder-feedback-analysis-presentation.pdf
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Consultation with National Education Experts 

To align stakeholder input with ESSA state plan requirements, the Department and Board of 

Regents also worked closely with national education experts.  Early in the plan development 

process, the Board of Regents engaged with Dr. Linda Darling Hammond, from the Learning 

Policy Institute, and Dr. Scott Marion, from the National Center for the Improvement of 

Educational Assessment, to provide technical assistance and support to the Department and 

the Board of Regents.   

Linda Darling Hammond, President and CEO of the Learning Policy Institute, is a 

nationally recognized expert in education policy.  She has consulted widely with federal, 

state, and local officials and educators on strategies for improving education policies and 

practices.  Over the past year, Dr. Hammond has presented to the Board of Regents several 

times, providing updates on the ESSA statute and facilitating the Boardôs discussion related 

to school accountability.   More information about Dr. Hammondôs expertise and work is 

available at the Learning Policy Instituteôs website. 

Scott Marion is the Executive Director of the National Center for the Improvement of 

Educational Assessment.  Dr. Marion works with states to design and support 

implementation of assessment and accountability reforms, develop and implement educator 

evaluation systems, and design and implement high quality, locally designed performance-

based assessments.  He is a national leader in designing innovative and comprehensive 

assessment systems to support instructional and accountability uses, including helping states 

and districts design systems of assessments for evaluating student learning of identified 

competencies.   Dr. Marion has also presented to the Board of Regents several times, 

providing them with an understanding of the ESSA school accountability requirements, and 

facilitating the Boardôs discussion related to school accountability.    Dr. Marion and his 

colleague Dr. Jennifer Dunn have supported the Department as it designed its new school 

accountability system and determined how to identify schools for Comprehensive and 

Targeted Intervention under ESSA.  More information about Dr. Marionôs expertise and 

work is available at the Center for Assessmentôs website.  

In addition to working with Dr. Hammond and Dr. Marion, the Department engaged in 

extensive research to understand the law and the opportunities that it provides.  This 

research included meetings with the following organizations: 

¶ U.S. Department of Education 

¶ Brustein & Manasevit ï a law firm recognized for its federal education regulatory and 

legislative practice  

¶ Education First on the development of materials for dissemination to the public and 

policymakers 

¶ Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), which has provided access to many 

national experts, including: Brian Gong (National Center for the Improvement of 

Educational Assessment), Kenji Hakuta (Stanford University), Dr. Pete Goldschmidt 

https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/person/linda-darling-hammond
http://www.nciea.org/about-us/team/director/scott-marion
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(California State University, Northridge), Delia Pompa (Migration Policy Institute), 

Gene Wilhoit (National Center for Innovation in Education), and Susie Saavedra 

(National Urban League) 

Public Presentations to the Board of Regents 

The Board of Regents has always valued transparency and the engagement of stakeholders.  

To that end, Department presentations to the Board of Regents have always been made 

available to the public, including access through links on the Board of Regents website to the 

meeting webcasts.  Since May 2016, Department staff have provided regular ESSA updates 

to the Board of Regents.  The following is a listing of ESSA Update Presentations made to the 

Board of Regents, with links to the presentations: 

 

Month/Year  Presentation Link 

May 2016 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 

Reauthorization/Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 

July 2016 Update on the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 

ESSA and McKinney-Vento 

October 2016 Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan Development 

Activities 

November 

2016 

Development of New Yorkôs Every Student Succeeds Act State 

Plan 

December 

2016 

Update: Development of New Yorkôs Every Student Succeeds Act 

(ESSA) State Plan 

January 2017 Development of the New York State Every Student Succeeds Act 

Plan:  High Concept Ideas and Survey on Possible Indicators of 

School Quality and Student Success 

March Retreat 

2017 

March 27, 2017 Board of Regents ESSA Retreat (6 presentations) 

April 2017 6 Presentations on ESSA 

May 2017 Overview of New Yorkôs Draft Every Student Succeeds Act 

(ESSA) Plan 

June 2017 Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA State Plan: Update on Public 

Hearings and Public Comment 

http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20Monday%20-%20%20ESEA%20Reauthorization-Every%20Student%20Succeeds%20Act%20ESSA.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20Monday%20-%20%20ESEA%20Reauthorization-Every%20Student%20Succeeds%20Act%20ESSA.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20-%20ESSA.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20McKinney-Vento.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/ESSA.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/ESSA.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20Monday%20am%20-%20ESSA.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20Monday%20am%20-%20ESSA.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/FB%20Monday%20-%20ESSA%20Commissioner.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/FB%20Monday%20-%20ESSA%20Commissioner.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/FB%20Monday%20ESSA%20Slide%20Deck.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/FB%20Monday%20ESSA%20Slide%20Deck.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/FB%20Monday%20ESSA%20Slide%20Deck.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/meetings/2017/2017-03/meeting-board-regents-public-retreat
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/meetings/2017/2017-04/meeting-board-regents-2
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/FB%20Monday%20-%20ESSA%20.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/FB%20Monday%20-%20ESSA%20.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/FB%20Monday%20-%20Every%20Student%20Succeeds%20Act%20%28ESSA%29%20State%20Plan%20%20Update%20on%20Public%20Hearings%20and%20Public%20Comment.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/FB%20Monday%20-%20Every%20Student%20Succeeds%20Act%20%28ESSA%29%20State%20Plan%20%20Update%20on%20Public%20Hearings%20and%20Public%20Comment.pdf
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Month/Year  Presentation Link 

July 2017 ¶ Proposed Changes Final Draft Plan - Commissioner's 

Presentation to the Board 

¶ State Dashboards Presentation Slides 

¶ Next Generation Assessment Systems Presentation Slides 

¶ Social, Emotional, Health, Mental Health, and Attendance 

Issues Presentation Slides 

¶ Stakeholder Feedback Analysis Presentation Slides 

September 

2017 

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan - Proposed Plan for 

Submission to US Department of Education 

 

Conclusion 

For the past year, the New York State Education Department has intentionally and 

meaningfully engaged diverse groups of stakeholders to solicit a range of thoughts, opinions 

and recommendations on how to craft an ESSA plan that best meets the needs of the Stateôs 

students, schools, and communities.  Over 5,000 students, parents, teachers, school and 

district leaders, school board members, and other stakeholders participated in the 

Departmentôs stakeholder engagement initiatives.   

 Overall Timeline of Stakeholder Engagement 

Month/Year  Activity  

May 2016 First ESSA Briefing to Board of Regents 

June 2016 First ESSA Think Tank Meeting ï over 100 stakeholder organizations 

July 2016 Public Survey on Characteristics of Highly Effective Schools and ESSA 

Guiding Principles 

September 

2016 

Fall Regional ESSA Meetings 

October 2016 Fall Regional ESSA Meetings 

January 2017 Public Survey on Possible Indicators of School Quality and Student 

Success 

February 2017 Winter Regional Meetings 

March 2017 Winter Regional Meetings 

Board of Regents ESSA Retreat 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa/documents/regents-july-2017-commissioner-to-bor-presentation.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa/documents/regents-july-2017-commissioner-to-bor-presentation.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa/documents/regents-july-2017-constructing-state-dashboard-presentation.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa/documents/regents-july-2017-next-generation-assessments-presentation.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa/documents/regents-july-2017-socio-emotional-presentation.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa/documents/regents-july-2017-socio-emotional-presentation.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa/documents/regents-july-2017-essa-stakeholder-feedback-analysis-presentation.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20Monday%20-%20ESSA%20State%20Plan%20-%20Proposed%20Plan%20for%20Submission%20to%20USDE.pdf
http://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Full%20Board%20Monday%20-%20ESSA%20State%20Plan%20-%20Proposed%20Plan%20for%20Submission%20to%20USDE.pdf
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Month/Year  Activity  

May 2017 ESSA Draft Plan Public Hearings 

Public Comment Period for Draft Plan 

June 2017 ESSA Draft Plan Public Hearings 

Public Comment Period for Draft Plan 

 

A. Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local 

Educational Agencies (LEAs) 
 

1. Challenging State Academic Standards and Assessments (ESEA section 

1111(b)(1) and (2) and 34 CFR ÄÄ 200.1ī200.8.)3 

 

2. Eighth Grade Math Exception (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C) and 34 CFR § 

200.5(b)(4)):  

i. Does the State administer an end-of-course mathematics assessment to 

meet the requirements under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the 

ESEA? 

X  Yes 

Ǐ  No 

 

ii.  If a State responds ñyesò to question 2(i), does the State wish to exempt 

an eighth-grade student who takes the high school mathematics course 

associated with the end-of-course assessment from the mathematics 

assessment typically administered in eighth grade under section 

1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(aa) of the ESEA and ensure that: 

a. The student instead takes the end-of-course mathematics 

assessment the State administers to high school students under 

section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the ESEA; 

b. The studentôs performance on the high school assessment is used 
in the year in which the student takes the assessment for 

purposes of measuring academic achievement under section 

1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and participation in assessments 

under section 1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA; 

c. In high school: 

1.The student takes a State-administered end-of-course 

assessment or nationally recognized high school academic 

assessment as defined in 34 CFR § 200.3(d) in 

                                                           
3 The Secretary anticipates collecting relevant information consistent with the assessment peer review process in 34 CFR § 

200.2(d).  An SEA need not submit any information regarding challenging State academic standards and assessments at this time.       
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mathematics that is more advanced than the assessment 

the State administers under section 

1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the ESEA;  

2.The State provides for appropriate accommodations 

consistent with 34 CFR § 200.6(b) and (f); and 

3.The studentôs performance on the more advanced 

mathematics assessment is used for purposes of 

measuring academic achievement under section 

1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and participation in 

assessments under section 1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA.  

X Yes 

Ǐ  No 

 

iii.  If a State responds ñyesò to question 2(ii), consistent with 34 CFR 

§ 200.5(b)(4), describe, with regard to this exception, its strategies to 

provide all students in the State the opportunity to be prepared for and 

to take advanced mathematics coursework in middle school.  

 

New York State currently provides this opportunity to all public school students enrolled in eighth 

grade, as specified in Commissionerôs Regulations 100.4 (d), which states that ñpublic school 

students in grade 8 shall have the opportunity to take high school courses in mathematics.ò The 

regulation specifies multiple methods by which schools may provide this opportunity to their 

students, including allowing students to enroll in either ña course in the middle, junior high or 

intermediate school that has been approved for high school creditò or a course ñin a high school 

with high school students.ò The regulation also grants superintendents the authority to ñdetermine 

whether a student has demonstrated readiness in [mathematics] to begin high school courses in the 

eighth grade leading to a diploma.ò    

 

When a student in middle school takes an advanced mathematics exam (i.e., a Regents 

examination in mathematics) in lieu of a grade-level math assessment, the results from that exam 

are attributed, for accountability purposes, to the school in which the student is enrolled (e.g., 

Algebra 1 exam taken in eighth grade is credited in the studentôs middle school Math Performance 

Index), even if the student attended a high school course to prepare for this assessment. This exam 

may not be credited to the studentôs high school for accountability purposes, once the exam has 

been credited to the studentôs middle school. A student who completes an advanced mathematics 

exam in middle school must take a further advanced mathematics exam in high school for that 

studentôs assessment outcome to be credited on the Math Performance Index for that studentôs high 

school (otherwise, the student will be assigned the lowest performance level in the high schoolôs 

Performance Index as a non-tested student). 

 

Through the Stateôs previously approved Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 

Flexibility Waiver, New York State also has provided this opportunity to seventh-grade students. 

Seventh-grade students undergo the same local evaluation as their eighth-grade peers to determine 

their readiness to begin the high school mathematics courses. Based on student data, the 

Department is confident that this method of local determination for advanced math course 

offerings and assignment of students is successful. In the 2014-15 and 2015-16 school years, more 
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than 95% of seventh- and eighth-grade students who took a high school mathematics assessment in 

lieu of the Grade 7 or 8 math test scored proficient. 

 

NYSED is submitting a waiver request under section 8401 of the ESEA to seek permission from 

USDE to continue to exempt seventh-grade students who take high school mathematics courses 

from the mathematics assessment typically administered in seventh grade, provided that the 

students instead take the end-of-course mathematics assessment associated with the high school 

courses in which the students are enrolled, and that the studentsô performance on those high school 

assessments will be used for measuring academic achievement and participation toward 

accountability for the schools in which the students are enrolled. Students who receive this 

exemption will take an end-of-course assessment in high school that is more advanced than the 

assessment taken in seventh-grade (and that is more advanced than the assessment taken in eighth-

grade, as applicable).  In the event that New York does not receive this waiver for middle school 

students below grade 8, New York will require these students to be administered the grade level 

assessments, which will be used for middle school accountability.  

 

In addition, NYSED is submitting a waiver request  under section 8401 of the ESEA  to seek 

permission from USED to continue to exempt eighth-grade students who take high school science 

courses from the science assessment typically administered in eighth grade, provided that the 

students instead take the end-of-course science assessment associated with the high school courses 

in which the students are enrolled and that the studentsô performance on those high school 

assessments will be used for measuring academic achievement and participation toward 

accountability for the schools in which the students are enrolled. Students who receive this 

exemption will take an end-of-course assessment in high school that is more advanced than the 

assessment taken in eighth-grade.  

 

New York State provides a comprehensive set of accommodations to ensure that Students with 

Disabilities and/or English Language Learners/Multilingual Learners (ELLs/MLLs) will have an 

equitable opportunity to participate in advanced mathematics exams. New York State educators 

who participate in item writing, test review, and test administration receive training in the theory 

and application of Universal Design for Learning to ensure that assessments are fair and accessible 

for all students throughout the state. New York Stateôs testing accommodations for students with 

disabilities are provided in six major categories: Flexibility in Scheduling/Timing, Flexibility in 

Setting, Method of Presentation, Method of Response, Other Accommodations, and 

Accommodations for Physical Education Assessments. Individualized Educational Program (IEP) 

team members and school administrators are provided extensive guidance on the proper selection 

of specific accommodations within these categories and the application of accommodations in test 

administration. Specific testing accommodations are made available for all ELLs/MLLs and 

applied as determined by school administrators, in accordance with guidance provided by the 

NYSED.  

To further accommodate students with disabilities, NYSED is preparing a waiver request under 

section 8401 of the ESEA to seek permission from USDE to allow schools to administer below-

grade level assessments to a small, select group of students with disabilities. This request will be 

made pursuant to New York State Education Law § 305(48) which directs the Department, upon 

and to the extent allowed by any federal waiver issued by USDE, to allow ñstudents with 
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disabilities who are not eligible for the New York state alternate assessment and whose cognitive 

and intellectual disabilities preclude their meaningful participation in chronological grade level 

instruction to be assessed based on instructional level rather than chronological age.ò To preserve 

the integrity of these studentsô assessments, NYSED will release guidance informing LEAôs how 

they can determine if a student qualifies for this accommodation and will require LEAôs to seek 

Department approval prior to assigning this accommodation to students. This will be done to 

ensure that this accommodation is provided only to the very small percentage of students in New 

York State who would benefit from this type of assessment. NYSED views this waiver as a step 

toward the off-grade testing that is allowed under ESSA once the Department converts all test 

administrations to computer-based testing and subsequently launches computer adaptive tests 

throughout the state. Until that process can be completed, NYSED will seek to provide this 

innovation for the small population of students whose lack of chronological grade-level 

proficiency can be determined without the need for assessment, but whose schools would benefit 

from the receipt of instructional-level data to determine progress toward goals outlined in the 

studentsô Individualized Educational Programs. 

 

Native Language Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(F) and 34 CFR § 200.6(f)(2)(ii) ) and 

(f)(4): 

 

3. Native Language Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(F) and 34 CFR § 

200.6(f)(2)(ii) ) and (f)(4): 

 

i. Provide its definition for ñlanguages other than English that are present to a significant 

extent in the participating student population,ò and identify the specific languages that meet 

that definition.  

 

Of the approximately 2.6 million public school students in New York State, 8.8% are English 

Language Learners/Multilingual Leaners4 (ELLs/MLLs), representing over 245,000 ELLs/MLLs 

statewide. NYSED is committed to ensuring that all New York State students, including 

ELLs/MLLs, attain the highest level of academic success and language proficiency. New York 

State identifies ñlanguages other than English that are present to a significant extent in the 

participating student populationò as those spoken by 5% or more of New York Stateôs 

ELLs/MLLs. Currently, these languages are Spanish (64.9%) and Chinese (9.5%), which, together, 

constitute about three-fourths (74.4%) of all the Stateôs ELLs/MLLs.  

 

In addition, some Local Education Agencies (LEAs) have significant concentrations of 

ELLs/MLLs speaking other native/home languages that do not meet the 5% statewide population 

threshold identified above. For example, 12.3% of Buffaloôs ELLs/MLLs speak Karen, and 12.3% 

of Rochesterôs ELLs/MLLs speak Nepali. To ensure accessibility of educational materials for 

                                                           
4 bŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ {ǘŀǘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ά9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ [ŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ [ŜŀǊƴŜǊǎκaǳƭǘƛƭƛƴƎǳŀƭ [ŜŀǊƴŜǊǎέ ŀǎ άǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻΣ ōȅ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ 
birth or ancestry, speak or understand a language other than English and speak or understand little or no English, 
ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΦέ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ά9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ [ŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ [ŜŀǊƴŜǊέ ŀƴŘ 
άaǳƭǘƛƭƛƴƎǳŀƭ [ŜŀǊƴŜǊέ ŀǊŜ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ƛƴ bŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ {ǘŀǘŜΦ ά9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ [ŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ [ŜŀǊƴŜǊκaǳƭǘƛƭƛƴƎǳŀƭ [ŜŀǊƴŜǊέ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ 
ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ά9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ [ŜŀǊƴŜǊΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
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parents and guardians of ELLs/MLLs whose native/home language groups constitute less than 5% 

of the stateôs total ELL/MLL population, but who nonetheless have large and concentrated 

presences in particular LEAs, New York State seeks to make culturally responsive materials for 

parents and guardians of ELLs/MLLs accessible in each of the 10 languages spoken most 

prevalently by the Stateôs ELLs/MLLs. As of 2016-17, the top 10 languages spoken by New York 

State ELLs/MLLs are Spanish, Chinese, Arabic, Bengali, Russian, Urdu, Haitian-Creole, French, 

Karen, and Nepali.       

 

New York State has reviewed its ELL/MLL native/home language data disaggregated by 

ELL/MLL subpopulations such as migratory students, foreign born students, Native American 

students, and by grade band clusters (kindergarten through 5th, 6th through 8th, and 9th through 

12th grades, respectively), and determined that, while the rank order of New York Stateôs top 10 

languages is slightly different for each category, there are no additional ñlanguages other than 

English that are present to a significant extentò within these subpopulations.  As an example, 

67.9% of foreign born ELLs/MLLs are Spanish speakers, followed by Arabic (4.7%), Chinese 

(3.9%), and Karen (2.6%).  Also, Spanish, Chinese, and Arabic are consistently the top three most 

frequently spoken native/home languages by ELLs/MLLs across all grade bands.  For example, 

63.8% of ELLs/MLLs in kindergarten through 5th grades are Spanish speakers, 67.0% of 

ELLs/MLLs in 6th through 8th grades are Spanish speakers, and 66.3% of ELLs/MLLs in 9th 

through 12th grade are Spanish speakers.  

 

ii. Identify any existing assessments in languages other than English, and specify for which 

grades and content areas those assessments are available.       

 

New York State currently translates Grades 3-8 Math assessments and Regents Examinations into 

five languages (Chinese [Traditional], Haitian-Creole, Korean, Russian, and Spanish), and 

Elementary- and Intermediate-level Science assessments into three languages (Chinese 

[Traditional], Haitian-Creole, and Spanish). These languages were chosen based on an earlier 

report commissioned by the New York State Board of Regents that found that, after English, 

Chinese, Haitian-Creole, Korean, Russian, and Spanish were the most commonly reported 

native/home languages of New York State students, and which, collectively, were the native/home 

languages of 85% of ELLs/MLLs at that time.   

For a number of years, the Department has sought funding from the New York State legislature to 

expand translations of content-area assessments into additional languages, based on demographic 

changes within the Stateôs population. Specifically, the Department is seeking funding from the 

State legislature to translate all of these exams into eight languages: Chinese (Traditional), Chinese 

(Simplified), Haitian-Creole, Korean, Russian, Spanish, Arabic, and Bengali. To date the 

Department has not yet secured this funding. Currently, 4.9% of New York Stateôs ELLs/MLLs 

speak Arabic as a native/home language, and 3% of New York Stateôs ELLs/MLLs speak Bengali 

as a native/home language. While content assessments are already translated into Chinese 

(Traditional), the Department has proposed to add Chinese (Simplified) to expand access for 

Chinese speakers more familiar with Simplified Chinese characters. The Department offers for the 

tests to be translated orally into other languages, as an accommodation for those ELLs/MLLs 

whose native/home language is one for which a written translation is not available. The 
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Departmentôs eventual goal is to translate these assessments into all of the top 10 languages spoken 

by our Stateôs ELLs/MLLs.  

Additionally, the Department is seeking funding from the New York State legislature to develop 

Native Language Arts/Home Language Arts (NLA/HLA) exams for Grades 3-8 and for high 

school. Spanish is the first language for which an NLA/HLA assessment will be developed. 

Currently, 64.9% of New York Stateôs ELLs/MLLs speak Spanish as a native/home language. 

Finally, the Department is seeking funding from the New York State legislature to develop four 

Languages Other Than English (LOTE)/World Languages academic assessments: in Spanish, 

French, Italian, and Chinese. 

iii. Indicate the languages identified in question 3(i) for which yearly student academic 

assessments are not available and are needed.       

The Department is seeking funding from the New York State legislature to expand translation of 

yearly math and science assessments into the following eight languages: Chinese (Traditional), 

Chinese (Simplified), Haitian-Creole, Korean, Russian, Spanish, Arabic, and Bengali. New York 

State continues to make every effort to increase the number of languages into which assessments 

are translated, but, to date, funding has not yet been made available. 

iv. Describe how it will make every effort to develop assessments, at a minimum, in languages 

other than English that are present to a significant extent in the participating student 

population including by providing  

a. The Stateôs plan and timeline for developing such assessments, including a description 
of how it met the requirements of 34 CFR § 200.6(f)(4);  

b. A description of the process the State used to gather meaningful input on the need for 

assessments in languages other than English, collect and respond to public comment, 

and consult with educators; parents and families of English learners; students, as 

appropriate; and other stakeholders; and  

c. As applicable, an explanation of the reasons the State has not been able to complete 

the development of such assessments despite making every effort. 

 

 

To date, funding has not been available for translation of these assessments. However, the 

Department continues to seek funding from the New York State legislature to translate its math 

and science content assessments into the following eight languages: Chinese (Traditional), Chinese 

(Simplified), Haitian-Creole, Korean, Russian, Spanish, Arabic, and Bengali. Additionally, the 

Department is also seeking funding from the New York State legislature to develop Native 

Language Arts/Home Language Arts (NLA/HLA) exams for Grades 3-8 and for high school. 

Spanish is the first language for which an NLA/HLA assessment will be developed. Finally, the 

Department is seeking funding from the New York State legislature to develop Languages Other 

Than English (LOTE)/World Languages academic assessments, in Spanish, French, Italian, and 

Chinese. As discussed above, funding has not been made available to date. Once funding is 

secured to translate the content assessments identified above, translations occur through translation 

subcontractors who are familiar with this process:  
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¶ For the 3-8 State assessments, a back-translation is performed by a separate vendor for 

validation purposes.  

¶ For Regents exams, an exam editor who is familiar with the test reviews the translated 

versions of the test for completeness.  

 

For the development of the NLA/HLA and LOTE/World Languages assessments, the Department 

will:  

¶ Identify and contract with a test development vendor for each assessment via a Request for 

Proposal (RFP).   

¶ The vendor will work with the Department to develop test specifications by grade level (3, 

4, 5, 6,7, 8 and one at the High School level), as well as computer-based testing and scoring 

platforms.   

¶ The vendor will develop the tests (passages, graphics, items, rubrics, scoring, etc.) based on 

specifications from, and in close coordination with, the Department.   

¶ The Department will coordinate with the vendor to hire New York State educators to 

review content and test items, as well as to conduct field testing (including printing, 

shipping, and scoring).   

¶ The vendor, incorporating the results of the above, will develop online sample tests, and 

finally conduct operational testing (including printing, shipping, and scoring).  

 

New York State gathers input regularly regarding native/home language assessment needs from 

key stakeholders regarding educational policies affecting ELLs/MLLs. Some of these stakeholders 

include two ELL/MLL Leadership Councils (consisting respectively of senior leaders and 

ELL/MLL directors from Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) with high concentrations of 

ELLs/MLLs and those with lower concentrations of ELLs/MLLs), eight Regional Bilingual 

Education Resource Networks (RBERNs) funded by New York State (including the Language 

RBERN at the New York City Metropolitan Center for Urban Education, which focuses 

specifically on interpretation and translation-related issues), as well as advocates and civil rights 

organizations throughout the State who represent and advocate for ELLs/MLLs and their families. 

 

If State funding is secured for these assessments in fiscal year 2018, the Department anticipates the 

first operational assessments will be administered in the 2021-22 school year.  

 

 

 

4. Statewide Accountability System and School Support and Improvement 

Activities (ESEA section 1111(c) and (d)): 

 

i. Subgroups (ESEA section 1111(c)(2)): 

a. List each major racial and ethnic group the State includes as a subgroup of students, 

consistent with ESEA section 1111(c)(2)(B). 
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New York State includes American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or African American, Hispanic 

or Latino, Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, White, and Multiracial. 

 
New York State uses the definitions below for these subgroups. 

Race: The race choice indicates the race or races with which the student primarily identifies as indicated 

by the student or the parent/guardian. Race designations do not denote scientific definitions of 

anthropological origins.  A student is reported using the race or races designation for the group to which 

he or she appears to belong, identifies with, or is regarded in the community as belonging.  If the 

student or parent/guardian will not designate race or races, a school administrator selects the race or 

races.   

o American Indian or Alaska Native ð A person having origins in any of the original peoples of 

North and South America (including Central America) and who maintains cultural identification 

through tribal affiliation or community recognition. 

o Asian ð A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or 

the Indian subcontinent, including Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the 

Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam. 

o Black or African American ð A person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa. 

o Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander ð A person having origins in any of the original peoples 

of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands. 

o White ð A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, North Africa, or the 

Middle East. 

 

¶ Hispanic or Latino: Students who appear to belong, identify with, or are regarded in the community 

as Hispanic or Latino, regardless of whether the students also consider themselves to belong to, 

identify with, or are regarded in the community as belonging to an American Indian/Alaska Native, 

Asian, Black or African American, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, or White race.  

¶ Students with Disabilities: Students classified by the Committee on Special Education as having 

one or more disabilities. 

¶ English Language Learners (ELLs): English Language Learners are students who, by reason of 

foreign birth or ancestry, speak or understand a language other than English and speak or 

understand little or no English, and require support in order to become proficient in English and are 

identified pursuant to Section 154.3 of New York Stateôs Commissionerôs Regulations.  

¶ Economically Disadvantaged: An economically disadvantaged student is a student who participates 

in, or whose family participates in, economic assistance programs, such as the Free or Reduced-

Price Lunch Programs; Social Security Insurance (SSI); Food Stamps; Foster Care; Refugee 

Assistance (cash or medical assistance); Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC); Home Energy 

Assistance Program (HEAP); Safety Net Assistance (SNA); Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA); or 

Family Assistance: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). If one student in a family is 

identified as low income, all students from that household (economic unit) may be identified as low 

income.   

¶ Gender: Gender (male or female) identified by the student. In the case of very young transgender 

students not yet able to advocate for themselves, gender may be identified by the parent or 

guardian.  
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¶ Migrant: A student is a migrant child if the student is, or whose parent, guardian, or spouse is, a 

migratory agricultural worker, including a migratory dairy worker or a migratory fisher, and who, 

in the preceding 36 months, in order to obtain, or accompany such parent, guardian, or spouse, in 

order to obtain, temporary or seasonal employment in agricultural or fishing work has moved from 

one school district to another.   

¶ Foster Care: A student in foster care is one who is in 24-hour substitute care for children placed 

away from their parents and for whom the agency under title IV-E of the Social Security Act has 

placement and care responsibility. This includes, but is not limited to, placements in foster family 

homes, foster homes of relatives, group homes, emergency shelters, residential facilities, child care 

institutions, and pre-adoptive homes.  A child is in foster care in accordance with this definition 

regardless of whether or not the foster care facility is licensed and payments are made by the State, 

tribal, or local agency for the care of the child, whether adoption subsidy payments are being made 

prior to the finalization of an adoption, or whether there is federal matching of any payments that 

are made. 

¶ Homeless: A homeless student is one who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence, 

including a student who is sharing the housing of other persons due to a loss of housing, economic 

hardship, or similar reason; living in motels, hotels, trailer parks or camping grounds due to the lack 

of alternative adequate accommodations; abandoned in hospitals; or a migratory child, as defined in 

subsection 2 of section 1309 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended, 

who qualifies as homeless under any of the above provisions; or has a primary nighttime location 

that is a supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designed to provide temporary living 

accommodations including, but not limited to, shelters operated or approved by the State or local 

department of social services, and residential programs for runaway and homeless youth established 

pursuant to article 19H of the executive law or a public or private place not designed for, or 

ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for human beings, including a car, park, 

public space, abandoned building, substandard housing, bus, train stations, or similar setting. 

Homeless students do not include children in foster care placements or who are receiving 

educational services pursuant to subdivision four, five, six, six-a, or seven of Education Law 

section 3202 or pursuant to article 81, 85, 87, or 88 of Education Law.  

¶ Armed Forces Child: A child with one or more parent or guardian who is a member of the Armed 

Forces and on Active Duty. The Armed Forces are the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, the 

Coast Guard, or full-time National Guard. Active duty means full-time duty in the active military 

service of the United States. Such term includes full-time training duty, annual training duty, and 

attendance, while in the active military service, at a school designated as a service school by law or 

by the Secretary of the military department concerned.  

 

 

b. If applicable, describe any additional subgroups of students other than the statutorily 

required subgroups (i.e., economically disadvantaged students, students from major racial 

and ethnic groups, children with disabilities, and English learners) used in the Statewide 

accountability system. 
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New York State includes no additional subgroups beyond economically disadvantaged students, 

students from major racial and ethnic groups, children with disabilities, and English learners in its 

statewide accountability system. 

 

c. Does the State intend to include in the English learner subgroup the results of students 

previously identified as English learners on the State assessments required under ESEA 

section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I) for purposes of State accountability (ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(B))? 

Note that a studentôs results may be included in the English learner subgroup for not more 

than four years after the student ceases to be identified as an English learner.  

X  Yes 
Ǐ  No 

d. If applicable, choose one of the following options for recently arrived English learners in 

the State:  

               Ἠ      Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i); or 

               δ  Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii); or 

               δ  Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i) or under ESEA 

section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii).  If this option is selected, describe how the State will choose which 

exception applies to a recently arrived English learner. 

 

New York State defines ñrecently arrived ELLs/MLLsò as ELLs/MLLs within 12 months of entry 

into United States schools. The Department will  apply the exception under ESEA section 

1111(b)(3)(A)(i) to exempt recently arrived ELLs/MLLs from its State language arts 

accountability assessment for one year. Pursuant to this exception, recently arrived ELLs/MLLs 

will not take New York Stateôs English Language Arts (ELA) assessment during the first year of 

enrollment. For students in their second year of enrollment in the United States, New York State 

will seek a waiver from the United States Department of Education to have these students take 

New York Stateôs ELA assessment only to set a baseline for determining growth but not to 

measure achievement for accountability purposes. If this waiver is not granted, NY will apply the 

exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(30(A)(i), whereby recently arrived ELL/MLLs will be 

exempt from participating in the first administration of the English language arts assessment 

following the studentôs enrollment in a United States school.  Beginning with the following 

English language arts assessment, such student shall participate in the assessment and the studentôs 

results shall be included in computation of the ELA Performance Index.   

 

 

ii. Minimum  N-Size (ESEA section 1111(c)(3)(A)):  

a. Provide the minimum number of students that the State determines are necessary to be 

included to carry out the requirements of any provisions under Title I, Part A of the ESEA 

that require disaggregation of information by each subgroup of students for accountability 

purposes. 

 

   

b. Describe how the minimum number of students is statistically sound.  
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New York State plans to use an n-size of 30 for measuring performance to ensure 

maximum subgroup visibility without compromising data reliability. A report from 

The Institute New York State plans to use an n-size of 30 for measuring performance. 

For the Composite Index at the elementary/middle level, New York State plans to 

compute a Composite Index for each subgroup when the count of students in 

combined grades in ELA plus math plus science in the current reporting year plus the 

previous reporting year is equal to or greater than 30. For the Composite Index at the 

secondary level, New York State plans to compute a Composite Index for each 

subgroup when the count of students in ELA plus math plus science plus social 

studies in the current reporting yearôs cohort plus the previous reporting yearôs cohort 

is equal to or greater than 30. 

of Educational Sciences (Best Practices for Determining Subgroup Size in Accountability 

Systems), indicates that from a population perspective, an n-size in the 30 range is acceptable.  

 

c. Describe how the minimum number of students was determined by the State, including 

how the State collaborated with teachers, principals, other school leaders, parents, and other 

stakeholders when determining such minimum number.                      

 

New York State collaborated with stakeholders representing parents, teachers, principals, other 

school leaders, librarians, students with special needs, and other representative groups.  

 

Stakeholders considered a number of approaches, including using a set percentage of the 

population, rather than a set number; lowering the n-size to as low as 10 to allow for greater 

subgroup accountability; developing an n-size based on population size, margin of error, 

confidence interval, and standard deviation; and maintaining the current use of 30. It was 

determined that using a set percentage of the population, rather than a set number, would result in 

different n-sizes for different groups, which would not be in compliance with the law.    

 

At the request of stakeholders, New York State analyzed the effect of the use of n-sizes from 10 to 

40 (see below) to determine which size would enable New York State to most effectively support 

the efforts of schools to close achievement gaps. Thirty was chosen based on these statistical 

analyses. N-sizes lower than 30 did not lead to the inclusion of significantly more students and 

schools in the accountability system to warrant lowering the reliability of the resulting decisions. If 

the n-size for a group is less than 30 in a current year, New York State will combine data for the 

current year and the previous year to make accountability decisions. 

 

The following tables show the percentage of schools and students that would have been 

accountable in 2015-16 if the indicated n-sizes were used. If the number of students in any 

subgroup in 2015-16 was less than the threshold, 2014-15 and 2015-16 data were combined.  

 

 

Elementary/Middle-Level English Language Arts 

Percentage of Schools Accountable for Student Subgroups by N-Size 

https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017147.pdf
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017147.pdf
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N-
size 

All 
Students 

American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian or Native 
Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 

Black or 
African 

American 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

Multiracial White 
English 

Language 
Learner 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Students 
with 

Disabilities 

10 95.32 6.46 48.95 63.30 78.24 31.48 77.96 48.53 93.65 92.39 

15 95.09 3.88 40.87 56.28 72.81 20.16 74.90 40.90 92.72 90.05 

20 95.06 2.75 35.67 52.13 67.75 13.01 72.92 35.47 91.69 86.73 

25 94.98 2.11 30.74 49.13 63.27 8.92 70.83 30.81 90.84 83.31 

30 94.88 1.62 27.37 46.71 60.08 6.84 69.42 28.16 89.87 78.96 

35 94.70 1.29 25.26 44.37 57.38 5.17 68.26 25.46 88.27 74.49 

40 94.57 1.16 23.28 42.28 54.96 3.81 67.18 23.20 87.27 69.57 

 
Percentage of Students Attending Schools Accountable for Subgroups by N-Size 

N-
size 

All 
Students 

American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian or Native 
Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 

Black or 
African 

American 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

Multiracial White 
English 

Language 
Learner 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Students 
with 

Disabilities 

10 99.98 52.36 94.89 97.78 99.02 75.89 99.50 96.53 99.94 99.57 

15 99.97 42.62 91.80 96.12 98.14 60.46 99.22 93.49 99.87 99.03 

20 99.97 37.86 89.05 94.79 97.02 47.67 98.97 90.56 99.76 97.99 

25 99.96 33.83 85.76 93.57 95.76 38.85 98.63 87.24 99.64 96.67 

30 99.95 31.07 83.19 92.45 94.70 33.70 98.35 85.19 99.47 94.72 

35 99.93 28.84 81.36 91.15 93.68 28.29 98.08 82.68 99.15 92.46 

40 99.91 27.64 79.44 89.85 92.63 23.44 97.80 80.34 98.92 89.72 

 

Elementary/Middle-Level Mathematics 

Percentage of Schools Accountable for Student Subgroups by N-Size 

N-
size 

All 
Students 

American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian or Native 
Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 

Black or 
African 

American 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

Multiracial White 
English 

Language 
Learner 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Students 
with 

Disabilities 

10 95.29 6.40 49.14 63.18 77.91 30.75 77.96 49.88 93.60 92.23 

15 95.06 3.86 41.14 55.98 72.62 19.31 74.90 42.68 92.62 89.66 

20 95.04 2.75 35.79 51.81 67.27 12.60 72.90 37.10 91.62 86.35 

25 94.96 2.03 30.88 48.70 62.92 8.59 70.79 32.50 90.77 82.64 

30 94.78 1.59 27.54 46.13 59.78 6.48 69.43 29.52 89.48 78.37 

35 94.65 1.26 25.30 43.94 57.11 4.96 68.14 26.87 87.97 73.49 

40 94.52 1.13 23.35 41.91 54.80 3.52 67.09 24.25 87.19 68.91 

 
Percentage of Students Attending Schools Accountable for Subgroups by N-Size 

N-
size 

All 
Students 

American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian or Native 
Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 

Black or 
African 

American 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

Multiracial White 
English 

Language 
Learner 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Students 
with 

Disabilities 

10 99.98 52.25 94.96 97.82 99.01 75.23 99.49 96.69 99.94 99.55 

15 99.97 42.77 91.94 96.13 98.17 59.14 99.22 93.95 99.87 98.95 

20 99.97 38.31 89.15 94.78 96.99 47.00 98.96 91.14 99.76 97.91 

25 99.96 33.36 85.91 93.52 95.78 38.13 98.61 88.09 99.64 96.48 

30 99.94 31.16 83.33 92.29 94.75 32.64 98.35 85.76 99.41 94.56 

35 99.93 28.35 81.45 91.08 93.74 27.73 98.05 83.48 99.11 92.06 

40 99.91 27.28 79.60 89.80 92.74 22.00 97.78 80.78 98.94 89.51 
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d. Describe how the State ensures that the minimum number is sufficient to not reveal any 

personally identifiable information.5            

New York State does not report outcomes for students in groups whose n-size is under the 

designated threshold, to ensure that personally identifiable information is not revealed. 

 

For annual reporting, New York State does not report the performance results for subgroups with 

fewer than five tested students. New York State reports data for subgroups within ñcategories.ò For 

example, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, Hispanic, White, and 

Multiracial ñsubgroupsò constitute the racial/ethnic groups ñcategory.ò The categories for annual 

reporting are racial/ethnic groups, disability status, English language learner status, economically 

disadvantaged status, migrant status, gender, foster care status, homeless status, and status as a 

child with a parent on active duty in the Armed Forces.  

 

If a subgroup has fewer than five tested students, performance results for both that subgroup and 

the subgroup with the next smallest number tested in the same category will not be reported. (See 

Asian/Pacific Islander and American Indian/Alaska Native in the example below.) If the sum of 

the number of tested students in both subgroups is still fewer than five, the performance results for 

the subgroup with the next smallest number tested within that category will also not be reported. 

(See White in the example below.) This process continues until the sum of the number tested for 

the subgroups within a category whose performance results are not being reported is equal to or 

greater than five. This process is used so that the use of simple mathematical computations cannot 

result in the release of performance results associated with any student, thereby protecting student 

confidentiality. 

 

For full disclosure purposes, the combined performance results for all of the small subgroups in the 

cases indicated above are reported under the new category, ñSmall Group Total.ò This is done for 

the racial/ethnic groups category only, as the ñSmall Group Totalò for all other categories would 

be the same as that for the All Students group, as all other categories contain only two subgroups. 

Note that if the number tested for a subgroup in a category with only two subgroups is fewer than 

five, performance results for both subgroups in that category will not be reported. See the 

Homeless Status category in the example below. If the identity of the one homeless student was to 

be known, and results for the not homeless students were reported, using simple subtraction, the 

results for the homeless student could easily be determined. As such, results for both subgroups are 

not reported. 

 

  

                                                           
5 Consistent with ESEA section1111(i), information collected or disseminated under ESEA section 1111 shall be collected and 

disseminated in a manner that protects the privacy of individuals consistent with section 444 of the General Education Provisions 

Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g, commonly known as the ñFamily Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974ò).  When selecting a 

minimum n-size for reporting, States should consult the Institute for Education Sciences report ñBest Practices for Determining 

Subgroup Size in Accountability Systems While Protecting Personally Identifiable Student Informationò to identify appropriate 

statistical disclosure limitation strategies for protecting student privacy.   

https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017147.pdf
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017147.pdf
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Annual Reporting Example:  

Subgroup 
Number 
Tested 

Number scoring at level: 

1 2 3 4 

 

All Students 264 13 38 159 54 

 

Racial/Ethnic Groups Category 

American Indian/Alaska Native 3 ð ð ð ð 

Asian/Pacific Islander 1 ð ð ð ð 

Black 84 2 12 51 19 

Hispanic 74 4 8 37 25 

White 50 ð ð ð ð 

Multiracial 52 6 10 31 5 

Small Group Total 54 1 8 40 5 

 

Disability Status Category 

General-Education Students 259 ð ð ð ð 

Students with Disabilities 3 ð ð ð ð 

 

English Language Learner Status Category 

Non-English Language Learners 260 ð ð ð ð 

English Language Learners 4 ð ð ð ð 

 

Economically Disadvantaged Status Category 

Not Economically Disadvantaged 259 12 36 158 53 

Economically Disadvantaged 5 1 2 1 1 

 

Gender Category 

Female 180 7 19 81 25 

Male 184 6 19 78 29 

 

Migrant Status Category 

Not Migrant 260 ð ð ð ð 

Migrant 4 ð ð ð ð 

 

Foster Care Status Category 

Not Foster 262 ð ð ð ð 

Foster 2 ð ð ð ð 

 

Homeless Status Category 

Not Homeless 263 ð ð ð ð 

Homeless 1 ð ð ð ð 

 

Status as a Child with a Parent on Active Duty in the Armed Forces Category 

Not Armed Forces Child 264 13 38 159 54 

Armed Forces Child 0 0 0 0 0 
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For accountability reporting, if the number of students is fewer than 30, performance results are 

not reported for that group. The subgroups for accountability reporting are All Students, American 

Indian or Alaska Native, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, Asian or Native 

Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, White, Multiracial, Students with Disabilities, English Language 

Learners, and Economically Disadvantaged Students.  

 

 

Accountability Reporting Example: 

Subgroup 
Performance 
Enrollment 

Performance 
Index 

All Students 264 180 

American Indian/Alaska Native 30 120 

Asian/Pacific Islander 29 ð 

Black 39 165 

Hispanic 40 140 

White 74 ð 

Multiracial 52 168 

Students with Disabilities 3 ð 

English Language Learners 40 172 

Economically Disadvantaged 5 ð 

 

  



  

Revised State Template for the Consolidated State Plan 35 

 

 

If the Stateôs minimum number of students for purposes of reporting is lower than the 

minimum number of students for accountability purposes, provide the Stateôs minimum 

number of students for purposes of reporting. 

 

New York State uses an n-size of five when reporting annual data. For additional information 

about how a reporting size of five protects student privacy and is statistically reliable, please see 

pp. 32-33. 

 
 

iii. Establishment of Long-Term Goals (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)):  

a. Academic Achievement. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(I)(aa)) 

1. Describe the long-term goals for improved academic achievement, as measured by 

proficiency on the annual statewide reading/language arts and mathematics assessments, for 

all students and for each subgroup of students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline 

for meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year length of 

time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how the long-

term goals are ambitious. 

 

New York State is committed to establishing ambitious goals for improving student academic 

achievement and promoting greater equity in educational outcomes. In general, New York State 

has sought to establish goals that stretch beyond historical patterns of improvement in outcomes 

for students, but are realistic if New York State is able to successfully implement its theory of 

action for improving student outcomes. 

 

New York State has established the following methodology to create ambitious long-term goals 

and measures of interim progress for language arts and math:  

 

Step 1: Establish the Stateôs ñendò goal for the indicator. This ñendò goal is the level of 

performance that, in the future, the State wishes each subgroup statewide and each subgroup 

within each school to achieve. For example, the ñendò goal for performance in English language 

arts and mathematics is for each subgroup statewide and each subgroup within each school to 

achieve a Performance Index of 200, which would mean that all students, on average, were 

proficient. (See Section below on Academic Achievement Indicators for an explanation of how the 

Performance Index is computed.)  

 

Step 2: Set the period for establishing the first long-term goal toward achieving the ñendò goal. 

New York State has set the 2021-2022 as the year in which New York State will set its first long-

term goal.   

 

Step 3: Set a target for the amount by which New York State plans to the close the gap between the 

ñendò goal and the first long-term goal. New York State has established a 20% gap closing target 

for ELA and mathematics. For example, the baseline performance for the All Students group in 

English language arts is a Performance Index of 97. The ñendò goal is a Performance Index of 200, 

which would result in almost all students being proficient. The gap between the ñendò goal and the 
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baseline performance is 103 Index points. Twenty percent of 103 is 21 Index Points, rounded to 

the nearest whole number.   

 

Step 4: Add the baseline Performance Index to the Gap Closing amount to establish the 2021-22 

school year long-term goal. In the example above, the 2021-22 school year long-term goal for the 

All Students group in ELA would be 118 (base year performance of 97 + 21-point gap reduction 

target of 20%). 

 

Step 5: Repeat this process for other subgroups.  

 

Step 6:  Each year, set a new long-term goal so that the long-term goal is always established five 

years in the future. The previously established long-term goal becomes the measure of interim 

progress for that year.  For example, following the 2017-18 school year, a new long-term goal for 

the 2022-23 school year will be set and the 2021-22 school year long-term goal will become the 

measure of interim progress for that year. This methodology allows the long-term goals to be 

adjusted to reflect the rapidity with which schools and subgroups are making progress toward 

achieving the end goals established by the State.  
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Using this methodology, the statewide long-term goal for Grades 3-8 English language arts is: 

 

Group 
Baseline  

2015-16 

2021-22 

Goal 

End Goal 

All Students 97 118 200 

Asian 157 166 200 

Black 89 111 200 

Economically Disadvantaged 87 110 200 

English language learners 58 86 200 

Hispanic 88 110 200 

Multiracial 97 118 200 

Native American 87 110 200 

Students with Disabilities 45 76 200 

White 93 114 200 

 

For Grades 3-8 mathematics: 

Group 
Baseline  

2015-16 

2021-22 

Goal 

End Goal 

All Students 101 121 200 

Asian 177 182 200 

Black 81 105 200 

Economically Disadvantaged 87 110 200 

English language learners 73 98 200 

Hispanic 86 109 200 

Multiracial 101 121 200 

Native American 88 110 200 

Students with Disabilities 50 80 200 

White 102 122 200 

 

For High School language arts: 

Group 
Baseline  

2015-16 

2021-22 

Goal 

End Goal 

All Students 177 182 200 

Asian 194 195 200 

Black 148 158 200 

Economically Disadvantaged 156 165 200 

English language learners 87 110 200 

Hispanic 151 161 200 

Multiracial 183 186 200 

Native American 150 160 200 

Students with Disabilities 103 122 200 

White 195 196 200 
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For High School mathematics: 

Group 
Baseline  

2015-16 

2021-22 

Goal 

End Goal 

All Students 151 161 200 

Asian 192 194 200 

Black 114 131 200 

Economically Disadvantaged 130 144 200 

English language learners 98 118 200 

Hispanic 123 138 200 

Multiracial 154 163 200 

Native American 125 140 200 

Students with Disabilities 85 108 200 

White 169 175 200 

 

 

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-term goals for 

academic achievement in Appendix A. 

 

3. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress toward the long-

term goals for academic achievement take into account the improvement necessary to make 

significant progress in closing statewide proficiency gaps. 

      

The gap reduction methodology is explicitly designed to ensure that those subgroups with the 

largest gaps between the baseline performance of the subgroup and the long-term goal must show 

the greatest gains in terms of achieving the measures of interim progress and the long-term goals.  

For example, in Grades 3-8 ELA, there is a 112-point difference in the baseline performance 

between the highest-achieving subgroup (Asians) and the lowest-achieving subgroup (students 

with disabilities). By 2021-2022, while the Asian subgroup is expected to make a 9-point gain, the 

students with disabilities group is expected to make a 31-point gain, more than triple that of the 

Asian group, resulting in a 22-point reduction in the gap between the two groups.  

 

b. Graduation Rate. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(I)(bb)) 

 

1. Describe the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for all 

students and for each subgroup of students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for 

meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year length of time 

for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how the long-term 

goals are ambitious. 

 

New York State is committed to establishing ambitious goals for improving graduation rates and 

promoting greater equity in educational outcomes. In general, New York State has sought to 

establish goals that stretch beyond historical patterns of improvement in outcomes for students, but 
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are realistic if New York State is able to successfully implement its theory of action for improving 

student outcomes. 

 

New York State has established the following methodology to create ambitious long-term goals 

and measures of interim progress for graduation rate. 

 

¶ Step 1: Establish the Stateôs ñendò goal for the indicator. This ñendò goal is the level of 

performance that, in the future, the State wishes each subgroup statewide and each 

subgroup within each school to achieve. The ñendò goal for the 4-year adjusted cohort 

graduation rate is 95%.  

 

¶ Step 2: Set the period for establishing the first long-term goal toward achieving the ñendò 

goal. New York has set the 2021-2022 as the year in which New York State will set its first 

long-term goal.   

 

¶ Step 3: Set a target for the amount by which New York State plans to the close the gap 

between the ñendò goal and the first long-term goal. New York State has established a 20% 

gap closing target. For example, the baseline performance for the All Students group is a 

graduation rate of 80%. The ñendò goal is a 4-year adjusted cohort graduation rate of 95%. 

The gap between the ñendò goal and the baseline performance is 15%. Twenty percent of 

15% is 3% percent.   

 

¶ Step 4: Add the baseline graduation rate to the Gap Closing amount to establish the 2021-

22 school year long-term goal. In the example above, the 2021-22 school year long-term 

goal for the All Students group for 4-year adjusted cohort graduation rate would be 83% 

(base year performance of 80 + 3 percent reduction target of 20%). 

 

¶ Step 5: Repeat this process for other subgroups.  

 

¶ Step 6:  Each year, set a new long-term goal so that the long-term goal is always set five 

years in the future. The previously established long-term goal becomes the measure of 

interim progress for that year. For example, following the 2017-18 school year, a new long-

term goal for the 2022-23 school year will be set, and the 2021-22 school year long-term 

goal will become the measure of interim progress for that year. This methodology allows 

the long-term goals to be adjusted to reflect the rapidity with which the schools and 

subgroups are making progress toward achieving the end goals established by the State.  
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This same methodology is used to establish the long-term goals for the extended 5-year and 6-year 

adjusted cohort graduation rates, except that the ñendò goals for these extended graduation rates 

are higher than that for the 4-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.   

 

Using this methodology, the statewide long-term goals for the 4-year adjusted cohort graduation 

rates are: 

 

Subject Group Name 

2015-16 

Baseline 

2021-22 

Long-

Term 

Goal 

End 

Goal 

4-Yr 

Graduation 

Rate All Students 80.4% 83.3% 95% 

  American Indian/Alaska Native 66.5% 72.2% 95% 

  Asian 87.5% 89.0% 95% 

  Black 69.3% 74.4% 95% 

  Economically Disadvantaged 73.2% 77.6% 95% 

  English Language Learners 46.6% 56.3% 95% 

  Hispanic 68.9% 74.1% 95% 

  Multiracial 80.7% 83.5% 95% 

  Students with Disabilities 55.3% 63.2% 95% 

  White 89.2% 90.4% 95% 

 

2. If applicable, describe the long-term goals for each extended-year adjusted cohort 

graduation rate, including (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, 

for which the term must be the same multi-year length of time for all students and for each 

subgroup of students in the State; (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious; and (iv) how 

the long-term goals are more rigorous than the long-term goal set for the four-year adjusted 

cohort graduation rate.  

 

The long-term goals for the adjusted 5-year cohort graduation rate are as follows: 

Subject Group Name 

2015-16 

Baseline 

2021-22 

Long-

Term 

Goal 

End 

Goal 

5-Yr 

Graduation 

Rate All Students 83.0% 85.6% 
96.0% 

  American Indian/Alaska Native 69.1% 74.5% 96.0% 

  Asian 88.8% 90.2% 96.0% 

  Black 73.7% 78.1% 96.0% 

  Economically Disadvantaged 77.5% 81.2% 96.0% 

  English Language Learners 52.9% 61.5% 96.0% 
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Subject Group Name 

2015-16 

Baseline 

2021-22 

Long-

Term 

Goal 

End 

Goal 

  Hispanic 72.9% 77.5% 96.0% 

  Multiracial 81.1% 84.1% 96.0% 

  Students with Disabilities 60.8% 67.8% 96.0% 

  White 90.5% 91.6% 96.0% 

 

 

The long-term goals for the adjusted 6-year extended year graduation rate are as follows: 

 

Subject Group Name 

2015-16 

Baseline 

2021-22 

Target 

End 

Goal 

6-Yr 

Graduation 

Rate All Students 84.1% 86.6% 
97.0% 

  American Indian/Alaska Native 70.1% 75.5% 97.0% 

  Asian 89.6% 91.1% 97.0% 

  Black 75.7% 80.0% 97.0% 

  Economically Disadvantaged 79.5% 83.0% 97.0% 

  English Language Learners 56.0% 64.2% 97.0% 

  Hispanic 74.8% 79.3% 97.0% 

  Multiracial 81.6% 84.7% 97.0% 

  Students with Disabilities 61.9% 68.9% 97.0% 

  White 90.7% 92.0% 97.0% 

 

 

The long-term goals for the adjusted 5-year and 6-year extended graduation rates are more 

ambitious than the 4-year rate, as the 5-year rate is computed using an ñendò goal of 96% and the 

6-year rate is computed using an ñendò goal of 97%, as opposed to the 4-year rate, which is 

computed using a 95% ñendò goal. 

 

3. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goals for the four-

year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate 

in Appendix A.  

 

4. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress for the four-year 

adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate take 

into account the improvement necessary to make significant progress in closing statewide 

graduation rate gaps. 

       



  

Revised State Template for the Consolidated State Plan 42 

 

 

The gap reduction methodology is explicitly designed to ensure that those subgroups with the 

largest gaps between the baseline performance of the group and the long-term goal must show the 

greatest gains in terms of achieving the measures of interim progress and the long-term goals. For 

example, for the 6-year adjusted graduation rate, there is a 35% difference in the baseline 

performance between the highest-achieving subgroup (Whites) and the lowest-achieving subgroup 

(English language learners), which will be reduced to 28% if the long-term goals for these groups 

are achieved.  

 

 

c. English Language Proficiency. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(ii)) 

1. Describe the long-term goals for English learners for increases in the percentage of such 

students making progress in achieving English language proficiency, as measured by the 

statewide English language proficiency assessment including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the State-

determined timeline for such students to achieve English language proficiency; and (iii) how 

the long-term goals are ambitious.   

 

New York State is committed to establishing ambitious goals for improving educational outcomes 

for ELLs/MLLs. In general, New York State has sought to establish goals that stretch beyond 

historical patterns of improvement in outcomes for students, but are realistic if New York State is 

able to successfully implement its theory of action for improving student outcomes for 

ELLs/MLLs, noted below. 

 

New York State has established the following methodology to create ambitious long-term goals 

and measures of interim progress for increases in the percentage of ELLs/MLLs making progress 

in achieving English proficiency. As described below, New York State utilizes five levels of 

proficiency (Entering, Emerging, Transitioning, Expanding, and Commanding). On the initial 

English language proficiency assessment ï New York State Identification Test for English 

Language Learners (NYSITELL) ï students are identified as ELLs/MLLs if they score at the 

Entering, Emerging, Transitioning, or Expanding Levels, and those who score Commanding on the 

NYSITELL are not identified as ELLs/MLLs.  Once identified, all ELLs/MLLs take, annually, the 

New York State English as a Second Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT) to determine 

placement for the following year. Students may exit ELL/MLL status in one of two ways: 1) by 

scoring at the Commanding level on the NYSESLAT, or 2) by scoring at the Expanding level on 

the NYSESLAT AND scoring above designated cut points on the Grades 3-8 English Language 

Arts Assessment or the Regents Exam in English. 

 

¶ Step 1: Establish the Stateôs ñendò goal for the indicator. This ñendò goal is the level of 

performance that, in the future, the State wishes to achieve. The ñendò goal for the 

percentage of students making progress in achieving English proficiency is 95%.  

 

¶ Step 2: Set the period for establishing the first long-term goal toward achieving the ñendò 

goal. New York State has set five years as the period for its first goal.  Therefore, the 2021-

2022 school year will be the year for which first long-term goal will be established.   



  

Revised State Template for the Consolidated State Plan 43 

 

 

 

¶ Step 3: Set a target for the amount by which New York State plans to the close the gap 

between the ñendò goal and the first long-term goal. New York has established a 20% gap 

closing target. For example, the baseline performance for students making progress in 

achieving English language proficiency is 43%. The gap between the ñendò goal and the 

baseline performance is 52%. Twenty percent of 52% is 10%, rounded to the nearest whole 

percent.   

 

¶ Step 4: Add the baseline to the Gap Closing amount to establish the 2021-22 school year 

long-term goal. In the example above, the 2021-22 school year long-term goal would be 

53% (base year performance of 43% + 10% percent reduction target of 20%).  The annual 

target for each of the five years will be 2%. 

 

¶ Step 5: Each year, set a new long-term goal so that the long-term goal is always established 

five years in the future. The previously established long-term goal becomes the measure of 

interim progress for that year. For example, following the 2017-18 school year, a new long-

term goal for the 2022-23 school year will be set and the 2021-22 school year long-term 

goal will become the measure of interim progress for that year. This methodology allows 

the long-term goals to be adjusted to reflect the rapidity with which the schools and 

subgroups are making progress toward achieving the end goals established by the State.  

 

The Department has identified that ELLs/MLLs generally become English proficient in three to 

five years on average, based on a longitudinal analysis of all ELLs/MLLs in a particular cohort, 

with factors such as initial English Language Proficiency (ELP) level at entry determining the 

specific number of years within which a student is expected to become English proficient. This 

timeline forms the basis for New York Stateôs long-term goals.  Long-term goals are a result of 

both this timeline and the model selected to monitor progress (the ñTransition Matrix,ò described 

below).  The Department has developed this theory of action regarding ELL/MLL progress: 

 

¶ New York State holds that all students who are not proficient in English must be 

provided specific opportunities to progress toward and meet English language 

proficiency requirements. This is important because students who are not English 

proficient will not be able to fully demonstrate what they know and can do in English 

language arts and mathematics delivered in English. 

¶ Developing language proficiency is a cumulative process that occurs over time and 

should occur in a timely manner. ELLs/MLLs should make meaningful progress toward 

English proficiency, and the New York State accountability system is designed to 

monitor schoolsô efforts in facilitating ELL/MLL progress.  
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Based on this theory of action, the Department has reviewed data regarding achievement and 

proficiency of New York State ELLs/MLLs to identify a model for incorporating their progress 

into State accountability determinations, as well as to identify research-based student-level targets 

and goals/measures of interim progress. The Department reviewed several different models for 

examining and measuring ELP progress, guided by New York Stateôs theory of action and 

assessed each model for reliability, robustness, transparency, and usefulness. In addition, the 

Department compared its yearly statewide ELP assessment (the New York State English as a 

Second Language Achievement Test, or NYSESLAT) with its State English Language Arts (ELA) 

assessment to empirically validate whether NYSESLAT exit standards are appropriate. The results 

were consistent with expectations and with relationships observed across the United States. The 

Department further analyzed the time that it generally takes ELLs/MLLs to reach English 

proficiency, in order to identify important factors that contribute to the time that it takes New York 

Stateôs students to reach English language proficiency. Analyses reveal that the initial ELP level is 

the most important factor influencing a studentôs time to English language proficiency. 

Based on the previous actions, the Department selected a Transition Matrix model for 

incorporating ELLsô/MLLsô attainment of ELP into State accountability determinations. The 

Transition Matrix model is based on initial English proficiency level and evaluates expected 

growth per year against actual growth. Under the Transition Matrix model, growth expectations 

mirror the natural language development trajectory. The Transition Matrix links initial English 

proficiency level to the time, in years, that a student is an ELL/MLL. Table 1 provides an example 

of the growth that could be expected based on a five-year trajectory, which would inform the 

values in the Transition Matrix. For example, for a student who initially scores in the Entering 

performance level, the target growth for his/her second year would be 1.25 performance levels. 

The next two years, the target growth would be 1 level each year, and finally, in the studentôs fifth 

year, the target growth would slow to 0.75 performance levels. Credit would be awarded based on 

a studentôs growth over administrations of the NYSESLAT, and whether that student meets the 

expectations of growth based on his/her initial level of English proficiency.  

New York State further enhances the robustness of the Transition Matrix model by capturing 

cumulative progress of students through a ñsafe harborò provision for earning credit.  Safe harbor 

is based on comparing a studentôs English language proficiency level with the expected level, 

based on the table below.  For example, a student whose initial English language proficiency level 

is Emerging and is in year three would be expected to have made 1 level of growth or have 

attained level 4.25 (2 +1.25+1).  In this way, schools are not penalized for students who have an 

idiosyncratic growth year as long as they still demonstrate having attained the appropriate overall 

level and, therefore, are still on track to exiting in the appropriate timeframe.   

Provisions for Long Term ELLs/MLLs will also be made, with growth targets carrying over into 

additional years for students who have not yet attained proficiency.  

Since the NYSESLAT was revised in 2015 to reflect the adoption of more rigorous standards, 

growth expectations need to be monitored and the Department is currently examining the stability 

and consistency of results, using multiple years of data. These analyses will be conducted again in 

two years, once more NYSESLAT data are available to ensure that expectations for student 

progress are appropriate. Stakeholder input will be gathered when this analysis is conducted. 
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Table: Non-linear growth to target based on five-year trajectory 

Initial ELP  Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

Entering (1) 1.25 1 1 0.75 

Emerging (2) 1.25 1 0.75  

Transitioning (3) 1 1   

Expanding (4) 1    

 

The baseline is 43%, and the gap closing amount is 20%. Consequently, the ñendò goal is 95% of 

students demonstrate progress using the above table, and the long-term goal for 2021-22 is for 

53% of students to demonstrate progress.  

 

New York State results after two yearsô administration of the revised NYSESLAT indicates that 

approximately 43% of students meet their progress expectations.   

 

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goal for increases in 

the percentage of English learners making progress in achieving English language 

proficiency in Appendix A. 

 

Currently, 43% of New York State ELLs/MLLs meet their progress expectations. Since the ñendò 

goal is to have 95% of students meeting their progress expectations, the gap is 52%. The long-term 

goal is to have 20% of that gap closed within 5 years, which is the 2021-22 school year. Twenty 

percent of 52% equals 10%, when rounded to the nearest whole percent. The annual progress for 

the long-term goal is divided equally by the number of years, and therefore is 2%.  

 

iv. Indicators (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(B)) 

a. Academic Achievement Indicator.  Describe the Academic Achievement indicator, 

including a description of how the indicator (i) is based on the long-term goals; (ii) is 

measured by proficiency on the annual Statewide reading/language arts and mathematics 

assessments; (iii) annually measures academic achievement for all students and separately 

for each subgroup of students; and (iv) at the Stateôs discretion, for each public high school 

in the State, includes a measure of student growth, as measured by the annual Statewide 

reading/language arts and mathematics assessments.  

      

New York State is committed to building an accountability system of multiple measures aligned to 

college, career, and civic readiness. New York State has been diligent in soliciting extensive 

feedback from stakeholders through online surveys and dozens of meetings across the State to 

inform this design. In particular, stakeholders have provided detailed feedback on the selection of 

indicators that will incentivize all public schools to move all students to higher levels of 
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achievement. The State also is committed to using valid and reliable indicators and measuring 

student growth from year-to-year.  

 

The assessment tools used by New York State support the criteria that are set forth in the Standards 

for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, NCME, 2014). The validity and 

reliability evidence that is collected for each assessment supports the specific uses and 

interpretations of scores for each tool, and are, therefore, described in detail in each technical 

report.  

  

Links to technical reports and corresponding sections for reliability and validity: 

¶ New York State Testing Program 2015: Grades 3-8 ELA & Math (Sections 3 & 7)  

¶ New York State Alternate Assessment Technical Report 2013-14 (Chapters 10 & 12)  

¶ New York State English as a Second Language Achievement Test ï 2015 Operational 

Test Technical Report (Chapters 5 and 6) 

 

 

Consistent with New York Stateôs long-term goals, New York State uses Performance Indices (PI) 

in English language arts and mathematics to measure academic achievement. A PI is calculated 

separately for each subject and then combined to create the ELA and Math Achievement Index. 

 

The PI is based upon measures of proficiency on State assessments and gives schools ñpartial 

creditò for students who are partially proficient (Accountability Level 2), ñfull creditò for students 

who are proficient (Accountability Level 3), and ñextra creditò for students who are advanced 

(Accountability Level 4). The PI will be a number between 0-250. In a school in which all students 

are proficient, the school would have an Index of 200. In a school in which half of the students 

were proficient and half of the students were partially proficient, the Index would be 150.  

 

When an accountability system is based solely on whether or not students are proficient, this 

creates a potential incentive for schools to focus efforts on those students who are closest to 

becoming proficient and a potential disincentive to focus efforts on students who are far from the 

standard of proficiency. By providing partial credit for students who are partially proficient, New 

York State gives schools as much incentive to move students from Level 1 to Level 2 as it does to 

move students from Level 2 to Level 3. In schools most at risk of being identified for support and 

improvement, the degree to which schools are moving students from Level 1 to Level 2 is a more 

precise way to judge improvement and progress than the ability of the school to move students 

from Level 2 to Level 3.  

 

The Departmentôs rationale for use of a PI is supported by the public comments provided to the 

USDE on draft ESSA regulations from prominent psychometricians at the Learning Policy 

Institute regarding the use of scale scores and PIs, as well as an article describing the work of 

psychometrician and Harvard professor Andrew Ho, entitled ñWhen Proficient Isnôt Good.ò    

 

The goal of an accountability system should be to incentivize schools to have all students reach 

their maximum potential. Under No Child Left Behind, schools were given strong incentives to 

work to have as many students as possible reach proficiency, but few incentives to have students 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/assessment/reports/ei/tr38-15w.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/assessment/reports/nysaa/nysaa-tr-14w.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/assessment/reports/nyseslat/nyseslat-tr-15w.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/assessment/reports/nyseslat/nyseslat-tr-15w.pdf
https://www.gse.harvard.edu/news/uk/15/12/when-proficient-isnt-good
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reach levels beyond proficiency. An August 2016 report issued by the Thomas Fordham Institute, 

entitled ñHigh Stakes for High Achievers: State Accountability in the Age of ESSA,ò) asserts that 

ñNCLB meant well (as did many state accountability systems that preceded it), but it had a 

pernicious flaw. Namely, it created strong incentives for schools to focus all their energy on 

helping low-performing students get over a modest óproficiencyô bar, while ignoring the 

educational needs of high achievers, who were likely to pass state reading and math tests 

regardless of what happened in the classroom. This may be why the United States has seen 

significant achievement growth for its lowest-performing students over the last twenty years but 

smaller gains for its top students.ò The report also states that ñresearch from Fordham, the Jack 

Kent Cooke Foundation, and elsewhere shows that these low-income óhigh flyersô are likeliest to 

ólose altitudeô as they make their way through school. The result is an óexcellence gapô rivaling the 

óachievement gapsô that have been our policy preoccupation.ò A PI that gives extra credit to 

students who score advanced on state assessments provides schools an incentive to move all 

students to higher levels of performance. To ensure that schools did not divert attention away from 

students at lower levels of performance, the index gives additional credit to schools for increasing 

the percentage of students at Level 4 compared to Level 3, but only half as much credit as for 

moving students from Level 1 to Level 2 or from Level 2 to Level 3. 

 

All continuously enrolled students in the tested elementary and middle level grades and all 

students in the annual high school cohort are included in the PI. For each subject, a PI is computed 

for each subgroup of students for which a school or district meets the minimum n-size 

requirements.  

 

Computation of the PI: A PI is a value from 0 to 250 that is assigned to an accountability group, 

indicating how that group performed on a required State test (or approved alternative) in English 

language arts and mathematics. Student scores on the tests are converted to performance levels. 

 

In elementary/middle- and secondary-level ELA and mathematics, the performance levels are: 

 

Level 1 = Basic 

Level 2 = Basic Proficient  

Level 3 = Proficient 

Level 4 = Advanced 

 

The Performance Index is computed as follows: 

 

ELA and Math Performance Index = [(number of continuously enrolled tested students scoring at 

Level 2 + (Level 3 * 2) + (Level 4 * 2.5) ÷ the greater of the number of continuously enrolled 

tested students or 95% of continuously enrolled students] ³ 100  

 

The weighted average of a subgroupôs Performance Indices is used to create the subgroupôs 

Achievement Index as illustrated below: 

 

 

 

http://edex.s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/08.31%20-%20High%20Stakes%20for%20High%20Achievers%20-%20State%20Accountability%20in%20the%20Age%20of%20ESSA.pdf
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Example of Elementary/Middle School ELA and Math Achievement Index 
Accountability 

Group 

Subject # of 

Continuously 

Enrolled 

Students 

# of 

Continuously 

Enrolled 

Tested 

Students 

# 

Level 

1 

# 

Level 

2 

# 

Level 

3 

 

# 

Level 

4 

Numera

tor 

Denom

inator 

PI 

Low-Income Math 102 100 10 30 40 20 160 100 160 

Low-Income ELA 100 90 20 20 30 20 130 95 137 

Low-Income Index 202 190 30 50 70 40 290 195 149 

 

In the above example, the numerator for the Performance Index is the sum of the number of 

students at Level 2; plus the number of students who scored Level 3, multiplied by two; plus the 

number of students who scored at Level 4, multiplied by 2.5. This number is then multiplied by 

100. The denominator is number of Continuously Enrolled Tested Students, except for ELA, 

where the denominator for the Performance Index is 95, since only 90% of Continuously Enrolled 

Students were tested. To calculate the Achievement Index for the low-income subgroup, the 

numerators for mathematics and ELA are summed and then divided by the denominators for these 

two subjects.   

 

Notes: 

¶ Students who take the New York State Alternate Achievement Test are included in the 

Performance Index based on their achievement level on that examination. 

¶  Students in Grades 7 and 8 who take Regents Examinations in Mathematics will have their 

scores included in the Elementary/Middle Performance Index in the same manner as scores 

for high school students are included in the High School Performance Index. Thus, for 

example, for both a middle level studentôs and a high school studentôs score on a Regent 

exam to be included in the respective Performance Indices as Level 4, the student must 

score at or above 85 on the examination. Similarly, both middle and high school students 

who score below 65 will have their results included in the Performance Index as Level 1.   

¶ Newly arrived English language learners who are exempt from taking the language arts 

assessment are not included in the computation of the Performance Indices.  

 

Through New York Stateôs Progress Measure, described below, New York Stateôs academic 

achievement indicators are explicitly linked to New York Stateôs long-term goals and measures of 

interim progress. 
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Example of ELA and Math High School Performance Index 

 
Accountability 

Group 

Subject # of Students 

in 

Accountability 

Cohort 

# 

Level 

1 

# 

Level 

2 

# 

Level 

3 

 

# 

Level 

4 

Numerator Denominator PI 

Low-Income Math 100 10 30 40 20 160 100 160 

Low-Income ELA 100 10 20 30 40 180 100 180 

Note: All students in the accountability cohort who do not take a Regents exam, the New York 

State Alternate Assessment, or an approved alternative to the Regents are counted as Level 1. 

 

The school accountability cohort consists of all students who first entered Grade 9 anywhere four 

years previously (e.g., the 2013 accountability cohort consists of students who first entered Grade 

9 during the 2013-14 school year), and all ungraded students with disabilities who reached their 

17th birthday in that same school year, who were enrolled for more than half of the current school 

year and did not transfer to another districtôs or schoolôs diploma-granting program. Students who 

earned a high school equivalency diploma from or were enrolled in an approved high school 

equivalency preparation program on June 30 of the current school year are not included in the 

school accountability cohort. 

Indicator for Public Elementary and Secondary Schools that are Not High Schools (Other 

Academic Indicator). Describe the Other Academic indicator, including how it annually 

measures the performance for all students and separately for each subgroup of students.  If 

the Other Academic indicator is not a measure of student growth, the description must 

include a demonstration that the indicator is a valid and reliable statewide academic 

indicator that allows for meaningful differentiatio n in school performance.  

           

New York State will use a measure of student growth as one indicator for public elementary and 

secondary schools that are not high schools. 

New York Stateôs current accountability system, pursuant to its ESEA Flexibility waiver, uses 

Mean Growth Percentiles (MGP) for ELA and mathematics in Grades 4-8 to measure student 

growth in elementary and middle schools. MGPs are computed for students who have a valid test 

score in the subject in the current year and a valid test score in that same subject in the prior year in 

the grade immediately below the studentôs current grade (e.g., the student has a Grade 5 math 

assessment result in 2017 and a Grade 4 assessment result in 2016). 

The MGP model is typically referred to as a covariate adjustment model (McCaffrey, Lockwood, 

Koretz & Hamilton, 2004), as the current year observed score is conditioned on prior levels of 

student achievement (referred to as the unadjusted model in New York State). At the core of the 

New York State growth model is the production of a Student Growth Percentile (SGP). This 

statistic characterizes the studentôs current-year score relative to other students with similar prior 

test score histories. For example, an SGP equal to 75 denotes that the studentôs current-year score 

is the same as or better than 75 percent of the students in the State with similar prior test score 
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histories. Once SGPs are estimated for each student, group-level (e.g., subgroups or school-level) 

statistics can be formed that characterize the typical performance of students within a group. New 

York Stateôs growth model Technical Advisory Committee recommended using a mean SGP. 

Hence, group-level statistics are expressed as the mean SGP within a group. This statistic is 

referred to as the MGP. Scores from the unadjusted model are reported for informational purposes 

to educators and are used for school accountability in Grades 4ï8.  Detailed information regarding 

New York Stateôs model can be found in the Growth Model for School Accountability 2015/16 

Technical Report. 

Although New York State anticipates using its current growth model to make differentiations 

between schools based on 2017-18 school year data, New York State is currently evaluating this 

model to identify improvements and is exploring potential alternative models for determining 

student growth that New York State may seek to use in future years. 

For school accountability purposes, New York State currently uses a schoolôs or subgroupôs 

unweighted two-year average MGP in ELA and mathematics for school accountability. To further 

increase the stability and reliability of this measure, New York State will , under ESSA, to use a 

three-year average MGP in ELA and mathematics to create the subgroup for the school Growth 

Index. The Commissioner shall calculate a mean growth percentile (MGP) for each accountability 

subgroup for each public school, charter school and district by adding the student growth 

percentile (SGP) scores for continuously enrolled students in grades 4-8 ELA to those in grades 4-

8 math for the current and the previous two reporting years, and dividing the result by the total 

number of SGPs in those grades/subjects and years.  

An index will be created for each subgroup for which the combined total of Student Growth 

Percentiles (SGPs) is equal to or greater than 30.  An example of how the Growth Index is 

computed is shown below.  

 

 

Year  Number 

of ELA 

SGPs 

Number of 

Math SGPs 

SUM of  

ELA 

SGPs 

Sum of  

Math 

MGP  

2017-18 30 31 1600 1578 

2016-17 29 32 1306 1600 

2015-16 28 33 1500 2864 

3 Year Total  87 96 4406 6042 

Combined 

Total 

183 10448 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/documents/2015-16-technical-report-growth-model-for-school-accountability.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/documents/2015-16-technical-report-growth-model-for-school-accountability.pdf
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MGP Index (10,448/183) = 57.09 

 

In the example above, the three-year unweighted ELA MGP and the three-year unweighted Math 

MGP are computed, and these two numbers are averaged to determine the schoolôs Growth Index.  

For purposes of school differentiation, the Growth Index for each subgroup in a school is 

converted to an Achievement Level that ranges from 1-4, as follows: 

Subgroup MGP Level 

45 or Less 1 

45.1 to 50 2 

50.1 to 54 3 

Greater than 54 4 

 

In the example above, because the MGP is greater than 54, the subgroup would receive a Level 4 

for growth. 

At both the elementary and middle school level6, New York State will also compute a Progress 

Measure. The Progress Measure is how a subgroup performs in relation to the Stateôs long-term 

goals for the subgroup, the Stateôs Measure of Interim Progress (MIP) in that year, and the school-

specific measure of interim progress for the subgroup in that school year. CSI identification is 

determined using the performance of only the ñAll Studentsò subgroup. Schools will be identified 

as TSI for low performance on one or more of the following subgroups, but not the All Students 

subgroup: Students with Disabilities, English Language Learners, Economically Disadvantaged, 

and Racial/Ethnic Group subgroups. 

Progress is based on subgroup performance in relation to an end goal, long-term goals, and 

measures of interim progress (MIP) in elementary/middle- and secondary-level ELA and math. 

These are determined for all accountability subgroups separately. They are also determined for 

ELA separately from math and the two results are then averaged.  

 

As explained in New Yorkôs response to A(4)(iii):  

o The End Goal is the ultimate desired result for a subgroup in terms of their 

Performance Index (PI).  

o A Baseline is the PI used to calculate the long-term goals and MIPs. The Baseline 

is the previous yearôs PI.  

 

o A Long-Term Goal is the amount of progress the state expects to make, based on 

the stateôs baseline, over the next five years towards achieving the stateôs End Goal. 

                                                           
6 Progress is also computed in this same way at the high school level as a measure of School Quality and Student 
Success. 
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This is determined by subtracting the stateôs baseline from 200, multiplying the 

result by 0.20, and adding that result to the stateôs baseline. 

 

For example, if the stateôs baseline PI is 91: 

200 - 91 = 109 

109 × 0.20 = 21.8 

91 + 21.8 = 112.8 is the long-term goal 

 

o A Measure of Interim Progress (MIP) is determined at both the state level and the 

school level. The state MIP is calculated by subtracting the state baseline from 200, 

multiplying the result by 0.20, dividing that result by 5, and then adding that result 

to the state baseline. The school MIP is calculated by subtracting the school 

baseline from 200, multiplying the result by 0.20, dividing that result by 5, and then 

adding that result to the baseline. Each year for five years, the MIP ñprogress 

pointsò (200 minus baseline times 0.20 divided by 5) are added to the original 

baseline. 

 

For example, if the stateôs 2016-17 baseline PI is 91: 

200 - 91 = 109 

109 × 0.20 = 21.8 

21.8 ÷ 5 = 4.36 = 4.4 

91 + 4.4 = 95.4 

Stateôs 2017-18 MIP = 95.4 

Stateôs 2018-19 MIP = 99.8 

Stateôs 2019-20 MIP = 104.2 

Stateôs 2020-21 MIP = 108.6 

Stateôs 2021-22 MIP = 113 

 

NOTE: State MIPôs are FIXED for five years. Using 2017-18 PIs, new state MIPôs 

for the 2022-23 will be calculated. 

 

If a schoolôs baseline PI is 80: 

200 - 80 = 120 

120 × 0.20 = 24 

24 ÷ 5 = 4.8 

80 + 4.8 = 84.8 

Schoolôs 2017-18 MIP = 84.8 

Schoolôs 2018-19 MIP = 89.6 

Schoolôs 2019-20 MIP = 94.4 

Schoolôs 2020-21 MIP = 99.2 

Schoolôs 2021-22 MIP = 104 

 

NOTE: School MIPôs are FIXED for five years. Using 2017-18 PIs, new school 

MIPôs for the 2012-23 and the following four years will be calculated. 
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Schools are then assigned a Progress Level from 1 to 4 based on whether or not they met the 

Stateôs Long-Term Goal and whether they met the stateôs MIP or the schoolôs MIP. (Did not meet 

MIP means the school met neither the state nor the school MIP. Met lower MIP means the school 

met the lower but not the higher of the state or the schoolôs MIP. Met higher MIP means the school 

met the higher of the stateôs and the schoolôs MIP). 

 

ñDid Not Meet Long-Term Goalò means the outcome is less than the Long-Term Goal. ñMet 

Long-Term Goalò means the outcome is equal to the Long-Term Goal but less than the cut point 

for ñExceeded Long-Term Goal.ò ñExceeded Long-Term Goalò is determined by subtracting the 

Long-Term Goal from the End Goal, dividing by 2, and then adding the result to the Long-Term 

Goal. The outcome must be at or above that resulting number. For example, if the End Goal is 200 

and the Long-Term Goal is 112.8: 200-112.8= 87.2. 87.2õ2=43.6. 43.6+112.8 =156.4. ñDid Not 

Meet Long-Term Goalò < 112.8; ñMet Long-Term Goalò >= 112.8 but < 156.4; ñExceeded Long-

Term Goalò >= 156.4. 
 

  Did Not Meet Long-Term Goal Met Long-Term Goal Exceeded Long-Term Goal 

Did not meet MIP 1 NA NA 

Met lower MIP 2 3 4 

Met higher MIP 3 4 4 

 

In the example above, for 2017-18 the state long-term goal is 112.8, the state MIP is 95.4, and the 

school MIP is 84.8. If the schoolôs 2017-18 PI is 87, the schoolôs 2017-18 Progress Level is 2 

because 87 is less than the state long-term goal of 112.8 (Did Not Meet Long-Term Goal), less 

than the state MIP of 95.4 but greater than the school MIP of 84.8 (Met lower MIP). If the schoolôs 

2017-18 PI is 95, the schoolôs 2017-18 Progress Level is 3 because 95 is less than the state long-

term goal of 112.8 (Did Not Meet Long-Term Goal), equal to the state MIP of 95.4 and greater 

than the school MIP of 84.8 (Met higher MIP). 

 

After Progress Levels (1-4) are determined separately for math and ELA, the two results are then 

averaged and rounded down to determine the overall Progress Level.  

 

New York State adjusts these levels to account for subgroups that show particularly strong growth 

compared to prior performance, even if the subgroup does not achieve either one or both MIPs.  

The chart above also applies to the graduation rate and measures of school quality and student 

success. 

 

As noted previously, New York Stateôs Progress Measure explicitly links New York Stateôs 

academic achievement measures to New York Stateôs long-term goals and measures of interim 

progress. 

 

At the elementary and middle level, NY uses two additional other academic indicators: a Science 

Performance Index and a Core Subject Performance Index.  
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The Science Performance Index is computed using the results for all continuously enrolled 

students in the tested elementary and middle level grades.  A PI is computed for each subgroup of 

students for which a school or district meets the minimum n-size requirements.  

 

Computation of the Science PI: A Science PI is a value from 0 to 250 that is assigned to an 

accountability group, indicating how that group performed on a required State test (or approved 

alternative) in science. Student scores on the tests are converted to performance levels as follows. 

 

Level 1 = Basic 

Level 2 = Basic Proficient  

Level 3 = Proficient 

Level 4 = Advanced 

 

 

The Performance Index is computed as follows: 

Science Performance Index = [(number of continuously enrolled tested students scoring at Level 2 

+ (Level 3 * 2) + (Level 4 * 2.5) ÷ the greater of the number of continuously enrolled tested 

students or 95% of continuously enrolled students] ³ 100  

 

Example of Science Performance Index  
Accountability 

Group 

Subject # of 

Continuousl

y Enrolled 

Students 

# of 

Continuously 

Enrolled 

Tested 

Students 

# 

Level 

1 

# 

Level 

2 

# 

Level 

3 

 

# 

Level 

4 

Numera

tor 

Denom

inator 

PI 

Low-Income Science 100 90 20 20 30 20 130 95 137 

 

In the above example, the numerator for the Performance Index is the sum of the number of 

students at Level 2; plus the number of students who scored Level 3, multiplied by two; plus the 

number of students who scored at Level 4, multiplied by 2.5. This number is then multiplied by 

100. The denominator is 95, since only 90% of Continuously Enrolled Students were tested.  

 

Students in Grades 7 and 8 who take Regents Examinations in Science will have their scores 

included in the Elementary/Middle Performance Index in the same manner as scores for high 

school students are included in the High School Performance Index. Thus, for example, for both a 

middle level studentôs and a high school studentôs score on a Regent exam to be included in the 

respective Performance Indices as Level 4, the student must score at or above 85 on the 

examination. Similarly, both middle and high school students who score below 65 will have their 

results included in the Performance Index as Level 1.   

 

The Core Subject Performance Index is a measure of how well students who participate in state 

assessments perform.  The Core Subject Performance Index allows stakeholders to differentiate 

performance among subgroups of students who actually participate in state assessments as opposed 

to conflating performance results that are reported for all continuously enrolled students regardless 

of whether or not they participated in the assessment. This measure has been reported and used for 
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accountability purposes in New York for 15 years, and is considered by stakeholders to be a 

critical measure of school performance.  

 

The Core Subject Performance Index is computed as = [(number of continuously enrolled tested 

students scoring at Level 2 + (Level 3 * 2) + (Level 4 * 2.5) ÷ the number of continuously enrolled 

tested students] ³ 100  

 

The weighted average of a subgroupôs Performance Indices is used to create the subgroupôs Core 

Subject Performance Index as illustrated below: 

 

Example of Elementary/Middle School Core Subject Performance Index 
Accountability 

Group 

Subject # of 

Continuously 

Enrolled 

Tested 

Students 

# 

Level 

1 

# 

Level 

2 

# 

Level 

3 

 

# 

Level 

4 

Numera

tor 

Denom

inator 

PI 

Low-Income Math 100 10 30 40 20 160 100 160 

Low-Income ELA 95 25 20 30 20 130 95 137 

Low-Income  Scienc

e 

40 0 10 14 16 78 40 195 

Low-Income Index 235 35 60 84 56 368 235 157 

 

In the above example, the numerator for the Performance Index is the sum of the number of 

students at Level 2; plus the number of students who scored Level 3, multiplied by two; plus the 

number of students who scored at Level 4, multiplied by 2.5. This number is then multiplied by 

100. To calculate the Core Subject Performance Index for the low-income subgroup, the 

numerators for mathematics, ELA, and science are summed and then divided by the denominators 

for these three subjects.   

 

For purposes of school differentiation, the Core Subject Performance Index for the all students 

group and each subgroup in a school is converted to an Achievement Index Level that ranges from 

1-4.  

 

Subgroup Percentile Rank on Core Subject 

Performance Index 

Achievement Level 

10% or Less 1 

10.1 to 50% 2 

50.1 to 75% 3 

Greater than 75% 4 

 

Notes: 

¶ Students who take the New York State Alternate Achievement Test are included in the 

Performance Index based on their achievement level on that examination. 

¶  Students in Grades 7 and 8 who take Regents Examinations in Mathematics and Science 

will have their scores included in the Elementary/Middle Performance Index in the same 

manner as scores for high school students are included in the High School Performance 
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Index. Thus, for example, for both a middle level studentôs and a high school studentôs 

score on a Regent exam to be included in the respective Performance Indices as Level 4, 

the student must score at or above 85 on the examination. Similarly, both middle and high 

school students who score below 65 will have their results included in the Performance 

Index as Level 1.   

 

c. Graduation Rate.  Describe the Graduation Rate indicator, including a description of (i) 

how the indicator is based on the long-term goals; (ii) how the indicator annually measures 

graduation rate for all students and separately for each subgroup of students; (iii) how the 

indicator is based on the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate; (iv) if the State, at its 

discretion, also includes one or more extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates, how 

the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate is combined with that rate or rates within the 

indicator; and (v) if applicable, how the State includes in its four-year adjusted cohort 

graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates students with the 

most significant cognitive disabilities assessed using an alternate assessment aligned to 

alternate academic achievement standards under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(D) and awarded a 

State-defined alternate diploma under ESEA section 8101(23) and (25).   

           

At the secondary level, New York State will use three cohorts to determine if an accountability 

group met the criterion in graduation rate. These are the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate 

and the five-year and six-year extended adjusted cohort graduation rate. The four-year adjusted 

cohort graduation rate consists of all students who first entered Grade 9 anywhere four years 

previously and who were enrolled in the school/district. The five-year and six-year extended 

adjusted cohort graduation rate consists of all students who first entered Grade 9 anywhere in the 

five years previously and six years previously and who were enrolled in the school/district. Data 

for these cohorts are captured as of August 31. Students who earn diplomas from registered New 

York State public schools or students who are enrolled in P-Tech7 or dual high school college 

programs8 and have met all requirements for high school graduation are counted as high school 

completers. 

 

In determining a schoolôs performance on the graduation rate criterion, New York will consider 

each subgroupôs performance against the Stateôs and schoolôs measurements of interim progress 

(MIPs) and the Stateôs long-term goal for each of the four-year, five-year, and six-year rates.  As 

explained in the description of the progress measure, for each rate, each groupôs performance will 

be assessed against two MIPs: the State-level MIP for that year, which is detailed in the earlier 

section on goals and in Appendix A, and the school-specific MIP that is established using the same 

methodology. In the chart below, the greater of these MIPs is referred to as the ñhigher MIPò and 

the lesser of these MIPs is referred to as the ñlower MIP.ò For example, if a subgroupôs state level 

MIP for the four-year graduation rate for 2017-2018 is 80.9%, and the school-specific MIP is 82%, 

the ñhigher MIPò is 82% and the ñlower MIPò is 80.9%.  

                                                           
7 NYS Pathways in Technology (P-TECH) is a six-year program in collaboration with an IHE and industry partner designed to have 

students graduate with a high school and associateôs degrees and an offer of employment. 
8 Institutions of Higher Education (IHEs) partner with public school districts to create early college high schools that provide 

students with the opportunity and preparation to accelerate the completion of their high school studies while concurrently earning a 

minimum of 24 but up to 60 transferable college credits. 

http://www.highered.nysed.gov/kiap/scholarships/PTech.htm
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Each groupôs performance is also compared to the state long-term goal. The state will determine if 

a subgroup meets, does not meet, or exceeds the relevant goal. The threshold to be classified as 

exceeding a subgroupôs long-term goal is the long-term goal plus 50% of the difference between 

the long-term goal and the end goal. For example, for the four-year rate, the end goal is 95%. If the 

long-term goal is 83.3%, exceeding the long-term goal is performance at or above 89.15%.   

CSI identification is determined using the performance of only the ñAll Studentsò subgroup. 

Schools will be identified as TSI for low performance on one or more of the following subgroups, 

but not the All Students subgroup: Students with Disabilities, English Language Learners, 

Economically Disadvantaged, and Racial/Ethnic Group subgroups. 

For purposes of school differentiation, the Graduation Rate Index for each subgroup in a school is 

converted to a Graduation Rate Index Level that ranges from 1-4 for each graduation rate cohort as 

follows: 

 

  Did Not Meet 

Long-Term Goal 

Met Long-Term State 

Goal 

Exceeded State 

Goal 

Did not meet an 

MIP 

1 NA NA 

Met lower MIP 2 3 4 

Met higher MIP 3 4 4 

The unweighted average for the four-year, five-year, and six-year graduation rate cohorts is used 

as Graduation Rate Level for a subgroup. If, for example, a subgroup met the state long-term goal 

for the four-year graduation rate, but did not exceed it, and met the lower of its two MIPs, it would 

receive a level 3. In turn, if a subgroupôs four-year Graduation Rate Level is 4, its five-year 

Graduation Rate Level is 3, and its six-year Graduation Rate Level is also 3, then the overall 

Graduation Rate Level is 3.  In New York Stateôs report cards, the actual graduation rates for each 

cohort and the associated measures of interim progress and State long-term goals will be reported. 
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d. Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency (ELP) Indicator. Describe the 

Progress in Achieving ELP indicator, including the Stateôs definition of ELP, as measured by 

the State ELP assessment.  

 

New York State utilizes five levels of proficiency (Entering, Emerging, Transitioning, 

Expanding, and Commanding). On the initial English language proficiency assessment ï New 

York State Identification Test for English Language Learners (NYSITELL) ï students are 

identified as ELLs/MLLs if they score at the Entering, Emerging, Transitioning, or Expanding 

Levels, and those who score Commanding on the NYSITELL are not identified as ELLs/MLLs. 

The assessment was created and supported using validity and reliability evidence that is 

referenced in the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 

2014). This includes validity evidence related to content, internal structure, external structure, 

and various measures of reliability, such as internal consistency, standard error of measurement, 

and inter-rater reliability. 

Once identified, all ELLs/MLLs take the Stateôs ELP assessment, the New York State English as a 

Second Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT), yearly, to determine placement for the 

following year. Students may exit ELL/MLL status by demonstrating English proficiency in one of 

two ways: 1) by obtaining an overall score in the Commanding range on the NYSESLAT, or 2) by 

obtaining an overall score in the Expanding range on the NYSESLAT AND scoring above 

designated cut points on the Grades 3-8 English Language Arts Assessment or Regents Exam in 

English. 

The Department has determined that ELLs/MLLs generally become English proficient in three to 

five years, based on a longitudinal analysis of all ELLs/MLLs in a particular cohort, with factors 

such as initial ELP level at entry determining the specific number of years within which a student 

is expected to become English proficient. The Department has reviewed data regarding 

achievement and proficiency of New York State ELLs/MLLs to identify a model for 

incorporating their progress into State accountability determinations, as well as to identify 

research-based student-level targets and goals/measures of interim progress. The Department 

reviewed several different models for measuring ELP progress, guided by New York Stateôs 

theory of action, and assessed each model for reliability, robustness, transparency, and 

usefulness. In addition, the Department compared its NYSESLAT with its State English 

Language Arts (ELA) and Mathematics assessments, and examined ELLsô/MLLsô mean time to 

proficiency, including consideration of initial ELP level. 

After concluding this analysis, the Department selected a Transition Matrix Table for 

incorporating ELLsô/MLLsô attainment of ELP into State accountability determinations. The 

Transition Matrix Table model is based on initial English language proficiency level and 

incorporates expected growth per year against actual growth. Under the Transition Matrix Table 

model, growth expectations can mirror the natural language development trajectory, and the 



  

Revised State Template for the Consolidated State Plan 59 

 

 

timeline to proficiency, which is based on New York State longitudinal student data, can be 

incorporated directly into the model. The Transition Matrix Table appears as a grid, and links 

English language proficiency levels to the time in years that a student is an ELL/MLL. Credit is 

awarded based on a studentôs growth from one level to the next, over the course of years in the 

New York State school system. In other words, since analyses of student data show that 

ELLs/MLLs generally become English language proficient in three to five years, the model can 

set growth targets for up to five years for students based on their initial English proficiency. 

The Transition Matrix Table model is intended to be used with all ELL/MLL students in grades 1 

ï 12, as long as a student has a current and prior year NYSESLAT score. 

A ñsafe harborò rule will be applied to the model, in which students are given credit either for 

meeting specified growth targets, or by reaching proficiency levels that are implied through growth 

targets. Therefore, if a student exceeds growth in his or her first year, but does not meet the growth 

target in their second year, as long as the student meets the proficiency level target in the second 

year, the student will receive credit.  

To hold schools accountable for all ELLs/MLLs, considerations for Long-Term ELLs/MLLs will 

also be incorporated into the model, with growth targets carrying over into additional years for 

those students who do not reach Commanding within the specified period. In this way, schools will 

have a continued incentive to make progress and exit Long Term ELLs/MLLs. 

A comprehensive accountability system seeks to measure how schools support students at all 

levels. As noted above and detailed in Table A, the Department uses a studentôs initial ELP level at 

entry to determine the specific number of years within which a student is expected to become 

English proficient. To ensure schools are accountable for progress among all students, the overall 

performance of the school will be linked to supporting student progress regardless of their 

studentsô entry levels. Thus, for a school to achieve either a level 3 or 4 achievement level (Table 

E), students must minimally meet or exceed student progress goals detailed in Tables B and C. 

The following steps are taken to determine a schoolôs achievement level.  

1. Determine initial level of proficiency and years in program for all applicable students.  

2. Determine progress goals for each student based on entry level and years in program. 

3. Calculate each schoolôs success ratio based on studentsô results compared to studentsô 

progress goals. 

4. Use the computed school success ratio to assign the school a level 1-4 performance. 
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Detailed explanation of each step: 

Step 1: Determine initial level of proficiency for all students. 

Applicable students take the New York State Identification Test for English Language Learners 

(NYSITELL) and are classified into one of five levels: Entering, Emerging, Transitioning, 

Expanding, and Commanding. Student previously classified take the New York State English as a 

Second Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT) to determine current level of proficiency. 

Table A details the expected levels for students based on their initial ELP classification and years 

in the program.  

Table A: Cumulative Progress (Expected Levels) 

 Year    
Initial ELP 2 3 4 5 

Entering 32.25 33.25 34.25 35 

Emerging 33.25 34.25 35  
Transitioning 34 35   
Expanding 35    

Step 2: Determine progress goals for each student based on entry level and years in program.  

Table B provides the expected growth of a student given an initial ELP level and year in program. 

ELP progress and levels are determined using the New York State English as a Second Language 

Achievement Test (NYSESLAT). Table C provides the probability of a student meeting the 

expected progress detailed in Table B using results from the 2016 NYSESLAT. A studentôs 

current level and year in program is then used to determine that studentôs progress goal for the 

year.  

Table B. Progress Goals 

 Year    
Initial ELP 2 3 4 5 

Entering 1.25* 1 1 0.75 

Emerging 1.25 1 0.75  
Transitioning 1 1   
Expanding 1    
* In levels     
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Table C: Expected Student Progress, Based on 

Statewide Probability of Meeting Progress Goal  

Initial Level Year Probability N 
Std. 

Deviation 

Entering 2 0.72 15045 0.45 

  3 0.58 13403 0.49 

  4 0.42 9664 0.49 

  5 0.47 11718 0.50 

Emerging 2 0.48 8071 0.50 

  3 0.33 5459 0.47 

  4 0.24 4187 0.43 

Transitioning 2 0.29 6249 0.45 

  3 0.29 4609 0.45 

Expanding 2 0.08 17764 0.28 

Step 3: Calculate each schoolôs success ratio based on studentsô results compared to studentsô 

progress goals. 

A schoolôs success ratio is determined by comparing a studentôs actual progress to that studentôs 

progress goal.  The formula for calculating the success ratio is as follows:  

a. For all ELLs/MLLs in a school determine whether each student met the progress goal. 

b. Aggregate (count) the number of students meeting the progress goal; this equals ñ# 

students meeting progress goals.ò 

c. For all ELLs/MLLs in a school identify the initial ELP status and year combination and 

the uniform statewide likelihood that a student with that combination of initial status and 

year will meet the progress goal. 

d. Aggregate (sum) each studentôs probability of meeting the progress goal; this equals 

ñSum of students expected progress.ò 

 Success Ratio = # students meeting progress goals / Sum of students expected progress 

It is important to note that the statewide aggregate of ñSum of students expected progressò is equal 

to the statewide basis for the long-term goal.  

Therefore, expectations for every continuously enrolled English language learner student with a 

current and prior year NYSESLAT score are used to compute the denominator while schools only 

get credit for students who make annual progress in the computation of the numerator.  

 Step 4: Use the computed school success ratio to assign the school a level 1-4 performance. 

The resulting success ratio is then used to place schools into one of four Achievement Levels. The 

conversion to each of the four levels is detailed in Table D. From the examples above, a success 

ratio of 1.0 corresponds to a Level 3; a success ratio of 0.5 corresponds to a Level 2; and a success 
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ratio of 1.25 corresponds to a Level 4. Thus, to score at the highest level, schools must demonstrate 

substantial success in supporting student progress above what is expected.  

Table D: Success Ratio to Achievement Level Conversion  

Success Ratio Level 

0 - 0.49 1 

0.50 - 0.99 2 

1.0 - 1.24 3 

1.25+ 4 

 

e. School Quality or Student Success Indicator(s). Describe each School Quality or Student 

Success Indicator, including, for each such indicator: (i) how it allows for meaningful 

differentiation in school performance; (ii) that it is valid, reliable, comparable, and 

statewide (for the grade span(s) to which it applies); and (iii) of how each such indicator 

annually measures performance for all students and separately for each subgroup of 

students. For any School Quality or Student Success indicator that does not apply to all 

grade spans, the description must include the grade spans to which it does apply.  

      

New York Stateôs selection of measure of school quality and student success was informed by 

extensive stakeholder engagement. More than 2,400 stakeholders responded to an online survey, 

and more than 1,000 persons attended regional meetings at which participants responded to direct 

questions about indicators of school quality and student success. New York State solicited 

feedback about indicators that could be used beginning with 2017-18 school year results, as well as 

those that might be added to the system in the future.   See pages 8-20 for a discussion of the 

extensive process by which New York State sought public feedback on the proposed measures.  

At the elementary-, middle- and high school levels, New York State will initially use chronic 

absenteeism as its measure of school quality and student success. Research shows that both student 

engagement and regular school attendance are highly correlated with student success. Students 

who miss more than 10% of instruction have dramatically lower rates of academic success than do 

students who are not chronically absent.9 Using chronic absenteeism to differentiate between 

schools is intended to encourage schools to engage in aggressive efforts to ensure that students do 

not miss large amounts of instruction. In a survey conducted by the New York State Education 

Department, to which more than 2,400 persons responded, more than two-thirds strongly supported 

or supported the use of chronic absenteeism as a measure of school quality and student success.  

The chronic absenteeism rate for a school is defined as the number of students who have been 

identified as chronically absent (excused and unexcused absences equaling 10% or more of 

enrolled school days) as a percentage of the total number of students enrolled during the school 

year (denominator). Chronically absent students will be identified as such based on the number of 

days that a student is enrolled. This is significant because students may enroll in a school or district 

                                                           
9 Balfanz, R., & Byrnes, V. (2012). The Importance of Being in School: A Report on Absenteeism in the Nationôs 

Public Schools. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Center for Social Organization of Schools. Available at 

http://new.every1graduates.org/wpcontent/uploads/2012/05/FINALChronicAbsenteeismReport_May16.pdf  

Attendance Works. (2015). Mapping the Early Attendance Gap.  

http://new.every1graduates.org/wpcontent/uploads/2012/05/FINALChronicAbsenteeismReport_May16.pdf
http://www.attendanceworks.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/Mapping-the-Early-Attendance-Gap-Final-4.pdf
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during different points in the school year. For example, a student who misses four days of school 

and was enrolled from September 1 through January 31 would not be considered chronically 

absent. However, a student who is enrolled only for the month of December, yet missed four days 

of school, may be categorized as such. This definition has the advantage of identifying chronically 

absent students regardless of the point in time at which they enter the district or school.  

Suspensions will not be considered absences because suspended students must receive alternate 

instruction, if  the student is of compulsory school age. Similarly, a student who is not present in 

school for an extended period for medical reasons would receive instruction at home and would 

not be reported as absent. Preliminary modeling by the New York State Education Department 

indicates that there is significant dispersion of results on this measure across schools and 

subgroups, and thus, the measure meaningfully differentiates school performance.  

For the Chronic Absenteeism Indicator, New York has established a long-term goal that no more 

than 5% of students statewide in each accountability subgroup within each school shall be 

chronically absent.  New York has established a long-term goal to reduce the gap between current 

baseline performance and this end-goal by 20% within five years.  The tables below provide the 

end-goal, long-term goal and measures of interim progress for each accountability subgroup.  

Separate long-term goals and measures of interim progress have been established for grades 1-8 

and for grades 9-12: 

 

Grades 1-8 Chronic Absenteeism End Goals, Long-Term Goals and Measure of Interim Progress  

 

Grades 9-12 Chronic Absenteeism End Goals, Long-Term Goals and Measure of Interim Progress  

 

 

 

Grades 1-8 Chronic Absenteeism

Measure Group Name

2016-17 

Baseline

Gap from 

Ultimate 

Goal

5 Yr Gap 

Reduction 

Goal

Yearly Gap 

Reduction 

Goal

2017-18 

Target

2018-19 

Target

2019-20 

Target

2020-21 

Target

2021-22 

Long Term 

Goal End Goal

Chronic AbsenteeismAll Students 15.4% 10.4% 2.1% 0.4% 15.0% 14.6% 14.2% 13.7% 13.3% 5.0%

Asian/Pacific Islander 8.4% 3.4% 0.7% 0.1% 8.3% 8.1% 8.0% 7.9% 7.7% 5.0%

Black 21.5% 16.5% 3.3% 0.7% 20.8% 20.2% 19.5% 18.9% 18.2% 5.0%

Economically Disadvantaged 21.1% 16.1% 3.2% 0.6% 20.5% 19.8% 19.2% 18.5% 17.9% 5.0%

English Language Learners 18.6% 13.6% 2.7% 0.5% 18.1% 17.5% 17.0% 16.4% 15.9% 5.0%

Hispanic 21.0% 16.0% 3.2% 0.6% 20.4% 19.7% 19.1% 18.4% 17.8% 5.0%

Multiracial 17.5% 12.5% 2.5% 0.5% 17.0% 16.5% 16.0% 15.5% 15.0% 5.0%

American Indian/Alaska Native 22.0% 17.0% 3.4% 0.7% 21.3% 20.6% 20.0% 19.3% 18.6% 5.0%

Students With Disabilities 22.9% 17.9% 3.6% 0.7% 22.2% 21.5% 20.8% 20.0% 19.3% 5.0%

White 10.9% 5.9% 1.2% 0.2% 10.7% 10.4% 10.2% 10.0% 9.7% 5.0%

Grades 9-12 Chronic Absenteeism

Measure Group Name

2016-17 

Baseline

Gap from 

Ultimate 

Goal

5 Yr Gap 

Reduction 

Goal

Yearly Gap 

Reduction 

Goal

2017-18 

Target

2018-19 

Target

2019-20 

Target

2020-21 

Target

2021-22 

Long Term 

Goal End Goal

Chronic AbsenteeismAll Students 24.2% 19.2% 3.8% 0.8% 23.4% 22.7% 21.9% 21.1% 20.4% 5.0%

Asian/Pacific Islander 14.8% 9.8% 2.0% 0.4% 14.4% 14.0% 13.6% 13.2% 12.8% 5.0%

Black 33.9% 28.9% 5.8% 1.2% 32.7% 31.6% 30.4% 29.3% 28.1% 5.0%

Economically Disadvantaged 32.4% 27.4% 5.5% 1.1% 31.3% 30.2% 29.1% 28.0% 26.9% 5.0%

English Language Learners 36.4% 31.4% 6.3% 1.3% 35.1% 33.9% 32.6% 31.4% 30.1% 5.0%

Hispanic 34.0% 29.0% 5.8% 1.2% 32.8% 31.7% 30.5% 29.4% 28.2% 5.0%

Multiracial 24.7% 19.7% 3.9% 0.8% 23.9% 23.1% 22.3% 21.5% 20.8% 5.0%

American Indian/Alaska Native 37.4% 32.4% 6.5% 1.3% 36.1% 34.8% 33.5% 32.2% 30.9% 5.0%

Students With Disabilities 35.2% 30.2% 6.0% 1.2% 34.0% 32.8% 31.6% 30.4% 29.2% 5.0%

White 16.6% 11.6% 2.3% 0.5% 16.1% 15.7% 15.2% 14.7% 14.3% 5.0%
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Additionally, at the high school level, New York State will initially use a College, Career, and 

Civic Readiness Index as a measure of school quality and student success. Such an indicator drew 

substantial support from respondents to the survey mentioned above, with two-thirds strongly 

supporting or supporting the use of a College, Career, and Civic Readiness Index. New York State 

believes that a measure that incentivizes schools to ensure that students graduate with the most 

rigorous possible high school credential will enable more students to succeed than a measure that 

merely values completion. In addition, research demonstrates that students benefit from 

participation in advanced coursework, even if students are unable to achieve college-ready scores 

on exams associated with such coursework or to earn college credit when enrolled in a course that 

offers both high school and college credit.  

New York Stateôs College, Career, and Civic Readiness Index will give credit to schools for 

students who pass high school courses and additional credit for students who achieve specified 

scores on nationally recognized exams associated with these courses or who earn college credit for 

participation in dual enrollment courses. Including this indicator as a measure of school quality and 

student success will encourage more schools to offer advanced coursework to more students. 

Additional elements of the index will include successful completion of a career technical course of 

study, receipt of an industry-recognized credential, and completion of the Seal of Biliteracy, as 

well as results from students who participate in the New York State Alternate Assessments.  

Alternative means to create an indicator of civic engagement will also be pursued. 

The College, Career, and Civic Readiness Index is a number that will range from 0 to 20010 and 

will be computed by multiplying the number of students in an accountability cohort demonstrating 

college and career readiness by the weighting for the method by which the student demonstrated 

college and career readiness, divided by the number of students in the accountability cohort11: 

Readiness Measure Weighting 

¶ Regents Diploma with Advanced 

Designation 

¶ Regents Diploma with CTE 

Endorsement 

¶ Regents Diploma with Seal of 

Biliteracy 

¶ Regents Diploma and score of 3 or 

higher on an AP exam 

¶ Regents Diploma and score of 4 or 

higher on IB exam 

¶ Regents Diploma and the receipt of an 

industry-recognized credential or 

2 

                                                           
10 It is theoretically possible for a subgroup to have an Index of more than 200 if all students in the accountability 

cohort for a subgroup graduate with a readiness measure than is weighed as a 2 and the subgroup also has students 

from a prior cohort who earn a high school equivalency diploma and are added to the index.  Should this occur, the 

index will be capped with a score of 200.     
11 The weighting given to students who earn a high school equivalency diploma is not based on accountability cohort 

membership. Instead, a school earns credit for the student in the year in which the student earns his or her high school 

equivalency diploma, so long as the student earns the diploma within 24 months of the date in which the student was 

articulated by the high school to a high school equivalency program.    
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passage of nationally certified CTE 

examination  

¶ Skills and Achievement 

Commencement Credential with an 

average score of 4 on the New York 

State Alternate Assessment 

Examinations (NYSAA) in language 

arts, mathematics, and science. 

¶ Regents Diploma and high school 

credit earned through participation in 

an AP, IB, or dual enrollment course.  

¶ Regents Diploma with CDOS 

endorsement 

¶ Skills and Achievement 

Commencement Credential with an 

average score of 3 on the New York 

State Alternate Assessment 

Examinations (NYSAA) in language 

arts, mathematics, and science. 

1.5 

¶ Regents or Local Diploma  

¶ Skills and Achievement 

Commencement Credential with an 

average score of 2 on the New York 

State Alternate Assessment 

Examinations (NYSAA) in language 

arts, mathematics, and science. 

1 

¶ High School Equivalency Diploma 

¶ CDOS Credential 

.5 

¶ No High School or High School 

Equivalency Diploma 

0 

 

For the College, Career, and Civic Readiness, New York has preliminarily established the 

following end-goals, long-term goals, and measures of interim progress: 

 

Measure Group Name

2016-17 

Baseline

Gap 

between 

Baseline 

and End 

Goal

5 Yr Gap 

Reduction 

Goal

Yearly Gap 

Reduction 

Goal

2017-18 

Target

2018-19 

Target

2019-20 

Target

2020-21 

Target

2021-22 

Long Term 

Goal End Goal

College, 

Career, 

and Civic 

Readiness 

Index All Students 117.3 57.7 11.5 2.3 119.6 121.9 124.2 126.5 128.8 175

Asian/Pacific Islander 142.0 33.0 6.6 1.3 143.3 144.6 145.9 147.2 148.6 175

Black 84.3 90.7 18.1 3.6 87.9 91.5 95.1 98.7 102.4 175

Economically Disadvantaged 97.5 77.5 15.5 3.1 100.6 103.7 106.8 109.9 113.0 175

English Language Learner 28.5 146.5 29.3 5.9 34.4 40.3 46.2 52.1 57.8 175

Hispanic 88.0 87.0 17.4 3.5 91.5 95.0 98.5 102.0 105.4 175

Multiracial 116.1 58.9 11.8 2.4 118.5 120.9 123.3 125.7 127.9 175

American Indian/Alaska Native 89.4 85.6 17.1 3.4 92.8 96.2 99.6 103.0 106.5 175

Students with Disabilities 62.5 112.5 22.5 4.5 67.0 71.5 76.0 80.5 85.0 175

White 140.1 34.9 7.0 1.4 141.5 142.9 144.3 145.7 147.1 175
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The College, Career, and Civic Readiness Index will be reported based on the 4-year cohort as of 

June 30th.   

As indicated previously, the Progress Measure that is used as another academic indicator for 

elementary and middle schools is used as a measure of school quality and student success at the 

high school level. 

 

In addition, at the high school level, Science and Social Studies Performance Indices are also used 

as measures of school quality and student success.  The PI for secondary-level science and social 

studies is calculated using the following equation: 

 

PI = [(number of accountability cohort members scoring at Level 2 + (Level 3 *2) + (Level 4 * 

2.5) ÷ number of accountability cohort members] ³ 100. 

 

Example of High School Science and Social Studies Performance Indices 
Accountability 

Group 

Subject # of Students 

in 

Accountability 

Cohort 

# 

Level 

1 

# 

Level 

2 

# 

Level 

3 

 

# 

Level 

4 

Numerator Denominator PI 

Low-Income  Scienc

e 

100 40 30 20 10 95 100 95 

Low-Income Social 

Studies 

100 25 25 25 25 138 100 138 

Note: All students in the accountability cohort who do not take a Regents exam, the New York 

State Alternate Assessment, or an approved alternative to the Regents are counted as Level 1. 

 

The school accountability cohort consists of all students who first entered Grade 9 anywhere four 

years previously (e.g., the 2013 accountability cohort consists of students who first entered Grade 

9 during the 2013-14 school year), and all ungraded students with disabilities who reached their 

17th birthday in that same school year, and did not transfer to another districtôs or schoolôs 

diploma-granting program. Students who earned a high school equivalency diploma from or were 

enrolled in an approved high school equivalency preparation program on June 30 of the current 

school year are not included in the school accountability cohort. 

Over time, this Index may be expanded to include such measures as post-secondary enrollment and 

persistence, successful completion of college credit earned through a dual enrollment course from 

an accredited college or university, college preparatory coursework completed, and successful 

completion of coursework leading to graduation.  New York State will consider providing, in the 

future, additional points for students who meet more than one college, career, and civic readiness 

measure. The Regents may also consider creating a State Seal of Civic Engagement, similar to the 

Seal of Biliteracy, and including that in the Index. 
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For purposes of school differentiation, the chronic absenteeism indicator and College, Career, and 

Civic Readiness Index for each subgroup in a school is converted to an Index Level that ranges 

from 1-4, as follows:  

  Did not meet Long-

Term Goal 

Met Long-Term Goal Exceeded Long-Term Goal 

Did not meet an MIP 1 NA NA 

Met lower MIP 2 3 4 

Met higher MIP 3 4 4 

 

As shown in the chart above, each subgroupôs performance on each measure will be assessed 

against two MIPs: the State-level MIP for that year and the school-specific MIP that is established 

using the same methodology. In the chart above, the greater of these MIPs is referred to as the 

ñhigher MIPò and the lesser of these MIPs is referred to as the ñlower MIP.ò For example, if a 

subgroupôs state level MIP for chronic absenteeism for 2017-2018 is 12% and the school-specific 

MIP is 10%, the ñhigher MIPò is 10% and the ñlower MIPò is 12% because a chronic absenteeism 

rate of 10% is more rigorous than a rate of 12%.  

 

Each groupôs performance is also compared to the Stateôs long-term goal. The state will determine 

if a subgroup meets, does not meet, or exceeds the relevant goal. The threshold to be classified as 

exceeding a subgroupôs long-term goal is the long-term goal plus 50% of the difference between 

the long-term goal and the end goal. For example, for the CCCRI, if the end goal is 200 and the 

long-term goal is 150, exceeding the long-term goal is performance at or above 175. Thus, if a 

subgroup met the state long-term goal for chronic absenteeism or the CCCRI, but did not exceed it, 

and met the lower of its two MIPs, it would receive a level 3. 

 

For each of these measures, a subgroup receives a score of 1-4 based on how it performs in relation 

to the Stateôs long-term goals for the subgroup, the stateôs Measure of Interim Progress (MIP) in 

that year, and the school-specific measure of interim progress for the subgroup in that school year.   

Preliminary modeling by the New York State Education Department indicates that there is 

significant dispersion of results on this measure across schools and subgroups and thus the 

measure meaningfully differentiates school performance.  

 

The Board of Regents is committed to, over time, incorporating additional measures of school 

quality and student success into the Stateôs accountability system. The Regents plan to establish a 

workgroup that will be tasked with making recommendations regarding additional measures to 

incorporate into the accountability system and the way in which data about these measures should 

be gathered and the measures computed, the conditions necessary for the field to prepare for the 
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use of these measures for accountability, and the timeline for incorporating these measures into the 

State accountability system.  

Beginning in the 2017-18 school year New York State will collect information on out-of-school 

suspensions at the individual student level. (Currently, schools report aggregate information on 

out-of-school suspensions that is reported by racial/ethnic group and gender, but not by low-

income, English language learner, or disability status.)  This 2017-18 school year data will serve as 

the baseline for holding schools accountable for out-of-school suspension rates. Beginning with 

2018-19 school year results, the New York State Education Department will assign each school a 

Level 1-4 rating for each subgroup for which the school is accountable.  Districts will be required 

to assist schools to address a schoolôs out-of-school suspension rate for any subgroup that receives 

a Level 1 rating. New York State intends to include out of school suspensions as a measure of 

school quality and student success when the second cohort of Comprehensive Support and 

Improvement Schools is identified using 2020-21 school year data.  Additional measures of school 

quality and student success are expected to be added to the system over time, beginning with a 

measure of the rate at which students are subject to out-of-school suspensions and a high school 

readiness measure for middle school students. When New York State adds a measure, New York 

State will amend its ESSA state plan and submit it to the United States Department of Education. 

In addition to indicators that may be added to the accountability system and used for identifying 

schools for support and intervention, the Department will regularly publish a set of indicators that 

highlight school conditions and studentsô opportunities to learn. These will be used for diagnosing 

needs and progress in achieving quality and equity at the school, district, and State levels.   

 Among the measures that the Board of Regents will ask the workgroup to consider for 

accountability or reporting purposes are: 

 

Indicator Measure 

 
School Climate  
School Safety 

Per Pupil School 
Funding 

Access to Specific 
Learning Opportunities 

Opportunity to Learn Indicators 
Student experiences of school 
Incident rates 
Reported by function (e.g., total, instructional, capital, non-capital 
spending. 
Student access to types of courses/curriculum (e.g. preschool, full- 
day kindergarten, STEM, arts, physical education, history/ social 
studies) measured either through school reports of hours taught, # 
of courses offered, or # of students enrolled, or through student 
survey results) 
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Indicator Measure 

Student Access to Highly 
Qualified Teachers 

% of fully certified/effective teachers 
% of in-field teachers in each school 
% experienced teachers (e.g., with 3+ years of experience) 

 Access to Staffing 
Resources  

 
Integration of Students 

{ǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ǎƛȊŜ 
Number of counselors per student 
 
A measure of the extent to which students of different subgroups 
(by race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, English language learners 
and students with disabilities) are in schools and classrooms 
together, relative to their presence in the district as a whole. 

 
High School Credit 

Accumulation /   
Completion of Required 

Credits /  
Successful completion of 

coursework for 
graduation 

High School, and Postsecondary Success 
Average credit accumulation per year  
 
% of students reaching a specified # of credits 
 
% of students in a high school cohort who have successfully 
completed all credits for graduation 

Student Attainment of 
Industry- Approved 

Licenses or Certificates 
Post-Graduation 

Outcomes 
Postsecondary 

Enrollment Rates 
Postsecondary 

Persistence Rates  

Percentage of students acquiring an industry-recognized license or 
certificate 
 
Percentage of students going onto college or employment 
 
Percentage of students enrolling in 2- or 4-year colleges within a 
set time after graduation 
Percentage of students who persist to a 2nd or 3rd year of college 

 
Teacher Turnover 

----------------- 
Teacher Absences 

Teaching Conditions  
Parent Involvement and 

Engagement 

Teacher/Parent Engagement 
% of teachers leaving each year  
 
Average # of teacher absences per year 
Teacher Survey, such as TELL or similar tool  
Parent surveys; local evidence of participation 

 

While these measures are being considered for inclusion in the accountability and reporting 

systems, the Department will develop a data dashboard that will be used to provide stakeholders 

with a transparent and intuitive way to assess the performance of schools in relation to a variety of 
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metrics that include both those that are used for accountability and those that measure important 

aspects of schooling, but are not appropriate to be used for high-stakes decisions.  

  

v. Annual Meaningful Differentiation (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(C)) 

a. Describe the Stateôs system of annual meaningful differentiation of all public schools in the 

State, consistent with the requirements of section 1111(c)(4)(C) of the ESEA, including a 

description of (i) how the system is based on all indicators in the Stateôs accountability 

system, (ii) for all students and for each subgroup of students. Note that each state must 

comply with the requirements in 1111(c)(5) of the ESEA with respect to accountability for 

charter schools. 

 

New York State will differentiate all public schools in the State, including charter schools, into the 

following categories using each of the indicators specified in Section iv for which a subgroup will 

be held accountable: Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools, Targeted Support and 

Improvement Schools, Schools in Good Standing, and Recognition Schools. To determine the 

category into which a subgroup will be differentiated, New York State assigns a Performance 

Level from 1-4 for each measure for which a subgroup in a school is held accountable.    

 

b. Describe the weighting of each indicator in the Stateôs system of annual meaningful 

differentiation, including how the Academic Achievement, Other Academic, Graduation 

Rate, and Progress in ELP indicators each receive substantial weight individually and, in the 

aggregate, much greater weight than the School Quality or Student Success indicator(s), in 

the aggregate.                 

 

New York State does not explicitly weight indicators, but rather uses a series of decision rules to 

differentiate between schools. These decision rules give the greatest weight to academic 

achievement and growth (in elementary and middle schools) and academic achievement and 

graduation rate (in high schools). Progress toward English language proficiency by ELLs/MLLs is 

weighted more than are academic progress, chronic absenteeism, and the college- and career-

readiness index, which are weighted equally, but less than achievement, growth, and the 

graduation rate.  

 

Within the Composite Performance Index (See below), academic achievement in language arts and 

math are weighted equally and science and social studies are weighted lower.  For example, at the 

high school level, ELA and math combined are given three times the weight of science and six 

times the weight of social studies. 

 

The following rules are applied when a school or subgroup has insufficient results to be held 

accountable for one or more accountability measures: 

 

1. Composite Performance Index: If a school does not meet the minimum N count for a Composite 

Index determination, then the school will be held accountable using the established accountability 

process for small schools (self-assessment process), as discussed in section c below. 
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2. Growth Index (elementary and middle schools):  If a subgroup does not meet the minimum N 

count for a Growth Index determination, the subgroupôs initial classification will be determined 

using the Achievement Index only.  If the school is identified as Level 1 for Achievement, then the 

school will also be Level 1 for Achievement and Growth Combined. Other measures will then be 

used to determine the final classification of the school. 

 

3. Graduation Rate Index (High School):  If a subgroup does not meet the minimum N count for a 

Graduation Index determination the subgroupôs initial classification will be determined using the 

Achievement Index only.  If the school is identified as Level 1 for Achievement, then the school 

will also be Level 1 for Achievement and Graduation Rate Combined. Other measures will then be 

used to determine the final classification of the school. 

 

4. Other Measures (Progress, English language proficiency, Chronic Absenteeism and College 

Career and Civic Readiness Index): If a subgroup receives a combined achievement and growth 

Index or achievement and graduation index, and does not meet the minimum N count for at least 

one of these indicators, the subgroup will be subject to the self-assessment process.  If a subgroup 

receives a combined Achievement and Growth Index or Achievement and Graduation Rate Index, 

and meets the minimum N count for at least one of these indicators, the determination of the 

subgroupôs status will be made using the available measures. (Note: A subgroup that has sufficient 

results to generate an Achievement and Growth Index or an Achievement and Graduation Rate 

index are highly likely to have sufficient results for a determination to be made regarding the 

Progress Index; Chronic Absenteeism; and the College, Career, and Civic Readiness Index.) 

 

c. If the States uses a different methodology or methodologies for annual meaningful 

differentiation than the one described in 4.v.a. above for schools for which an accountability 

determination cannot be made (e.g., P-2 schools), describe the different methodology or 

methodologies, indicating the type(s) of schools to which it applies.   

 

 New York State uses a different methodology for annual meaningful differentiation than the one 

described in 4.v.a above only for schools for which the methodology described in 4.v.a is 

inappropriate or cannot be implemented, such as K-1 schools, schools with fewer than 30 

continuously enrolled students, and. new high schools that have not yet graduated a cohort of 

students.    As described below, New York has made special provisions for making annual 

meaningful differentiations when a school does not enroll students in grades in which state 

assessment are administered, does not have enough students to meet the minimum n-size to hold 

the school accountable for the academic achievement measure, or at the secondary level, does not 

have high school completion results for use in making graduation rate determinations.    

    

Currently, New York State holds schools in which either Grades 1or 2 is the terminal grade 

accountable for the performance of former students when these students take the Grade 3 

assessments in another school within the district (i.e., back mapping). These schools are 

responsible for the performance of students who were continuously enrolled in the schoolôs highest 

grade (Grade 1 or 2). Schools serving only kindergarten are required to submit nationally normed 

(if available) achievement test data for English language arts and mathematics to the Department, 
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called the Self-Assessment process. New York State will  maintain this current system under 

ESSA: Self-Assessment System for Schools for 2016-17. 

 

Currently, schools with any configuration of Grades K through 12 that do not participate in the 

regular State assessment program are required to submit nationally normed (if available) 

achievement test data for English language arts and mathematics to the Department. Department 

staff then review these data to determine the accountability status of the school. New York State is 

considering maintaining this current system under ESSA. 

 

Schools with fewer than 30 continuously enrolled students who have participated in State 

assessments during the prior two years combined, or any configuration of Grades K through 12 

that do not participate in the regular State assessment program, are required to submit locally 

administered achievement test data for English language arts and mathematics to the Department, 

called the Self-Assessment process.  If the LEA administers nationally normed assessments, it 

must submit the data from these assessments.   

 

Schools for which data for all indicators are not available will have preliminary determinations 

made based upon indicators for which information is available, as well as alternative metrics 

mutually agreed upon by the school district and the State. For example, a newly opened high 

school might substitute the percentage of students who remain enrolled at the end of Grade 9 for 

the high school graduation rate. 

 

vi. Identification of Schools (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)) 

a. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the Stateôs methodology for 

identifying not less than the lowest-performing five percent of all schools receiving Title I, 

Part A funds in the State for comprehensive support and improvement, including the year in 

which the State will first identify such schools.  

      

New York State will identify schools for Comprehensive Support and Improvement (CSI), based 

on lowest performance and low high school graduation rates, beginning with 2017-18 school year 

results and every three years thereafter. Schools that are identified will use the 2018-19 school year 

to develop their plans for implementation in the 2019-20 school year. New York State will identify 

approximately 5% of the public elementary and middle schools and 5% of the public high schools 

in the State for Comprehensive Support and Improvement by using the following decision rules: 

 

Decision Rules for Identifying Elementary and Middle Schools for Comprehensive Support 

and Improvement: 

¶ Compute the weighted average of a schoolôs ELA, math, and science Performance Indices 

and assign a Level to this weighted average as follows: 

 

Subgroup Percentile Rank on Weighted 

Average 

Achievement Level 

10% or Less 1 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/APA/Forms/Forms_home.html#self
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10.1 to 50% 2 

50.1 to 75% 3 

Greater than 75% 4 

¶ Combine the results of weighted average with the Core Subject Performance Index to 

create a Composite Performance Index. 

Å Rank order the schools on the Composite Performance Index and determine the lowest 10% 

(Achievement = 1) 

Å Determine the Schools that are Level 1 for Growth (i.e., schools with a three year Mean 

Growth Percentile of less than 45%) (Growth = 1) Add the Achievement Index rank and the 

Growth Ranks and determine the lowest 10% (Combined Achievement & Growth = 1)  

Å Use the table below to identify schools for CSI 
 

Classification Composite Growth Combined 

Composite 

and Growth 

ELP Progress* 

 

Chronic 

Absenteeism* 

CSI Both Level 1 1 Any Automatically Identified 

CSI Either Level 1 1 None  Any One Level 1 

CSI Either Level 1 1 1 Automatically Identified 

CSI Either Level 1 1 2 Any One Level 1 

CSI Either Level 1 1 3-4 Any Two Level 1 

 

*  New York State will identify a minimum of 5% of all Title I elementary and middle schools in 

the State, as well as what has historically been the small number of non-Title I schools in the State 

that perform at the level that caused these Title I schools to be identified. 

Decision Rules for Identifying High Schools for Comprehensive Support and Improvement: 

¶ Created a Weighted Composite Index by multiplying a schoolôs ELA Performance Index 
by 3, Math Index by 3, Science Index by 2, and Social Studies Index by 1, and then 

summing this result and dividing it by nine and assign an Achievement Level as follows: 

Subgroup Percentile Rank on Weighted 

Composite Level 

Achievement Level 

10% or Less 1 

10.1 to 50% 2 

50.1 to 75% 3 

Greater than 75% 4 
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Å Rank order the schools on the Weighted Composite Index and determine the lowest 10% 

(Composite Index = 1) 

Å Rank order the schools on the 4-, 5-, and 6-year unweighted graduation rate and determine 

the lowest 10%  

Å Add the Composite Index rank and the Growth Ranks and determine the lowest 10% 

(Combined Composite Index & Growth = 1)  

Å Use the table below to identify schools for CSI 
 

 
Classification Composite Graduation 

Rate 

Combined 

Composite 

Index and 

Graduation 

Rate 

ELP Progress* 

 

Chronic 

Absenteeism* 

College 

Career and 

Civic 

Readiness* 

CSI Both Level 1 1 Any Automatically Identified 

CSI Either Level 1 1 None  Any One Level 1 

CSI Either Level 1 1 1 Automatically Identified 

CSI Either Level 1 1 2 Any one Level 1 

CSI Either Level 1 1 3-4 Any two Level 1 

 

New York State will identify a minimum of 5% of all Title I high schools in the State, as well as 

what has historically been the small number of non-Title I schools in the State that perform at the 

level that caused Title I schools to be identified. 

 

b. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the Stateôs methodology for 

identifying all public high schools in the State failing to graduate one third or more of their 

students for comprehensive support and improvement, including the year in which the State 

will first identify such schools.                                     

 

 

All public schools, beginning with 2017-18 school year accountability, that have graduation rates 

below 67% for the four-year graduation rate cohort and do not have graduation rates at or above 

67% for the five- or six-year cohorts will be preliminarily identified for CSI based upon results as 

of August 2017 of the 2013 four-year graduation rate cohort, the 2012 five-year graduation rate 

cohort, and the 2011 six-year graduation rate cohort.  Districts may appeal the preliminary 

determination because of extenuating or extraordinary circumstances such as the school has met 

the 67% criteria based on ñnon-laggedò 2017-18 school year data.  
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c. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the methodology by which 

the State identifies public schools in the State receiving Title I, Part A funds that have 

received additional targeted support under ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C) (based on 

identification as a school in which any subgroup of students, on its own, would lead to 

identification under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(I) using the Stateôs methodology under 

ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)) and that have not satisfied the statewide exit criteria for such 

schools within a State-determined number of years, including the year in which the State will 

first identify such schools.                                     

 

New York State will identify schools with chronically low performing subgroups after a period of 

three years, if the subgroup(s) for which the school has been identified have not shown a specified 

level of improvement during that period.  All districts will be given an opportunity to appeal the 

preliminary identification of schools prior to a final determination. Schools will first be identified 

using 2020-21 school year data. 

 

d. Frequency of Identification.  Provide, for each type of school identified for comprehensive 

support and improvement, the frequency with which the State will, thereafter, identify such 

schools.  Note that these schools must be identified at least once every three years.  

      

New York State will i dentify schools for CSI based on the lowest performing five percent and low 

high school graduation rates beginning with 2017-18 school year results and every three years 

thereafter. 

 

e. Targeted Support and Improvement. Describe the Stateôs methodology for annually 

identifying any school with one or more ñconsistently underperformingò subgroups of 

students, based on all indicators in the statewide system of annual meaningful differentiation, 

including the definition used by the State to determine consistent underperformance. (ESEA 

section 1111(c)(4)(C)(iii)) 

      

For Targeted Support and Improvement Schools (TSI), New York State will apply the same 

decision rules that are used for identification of CSI schools to identify the lowest 5% of public 

schools, annually, for the following subgroups: English language learners, low-income students, 

racial/ethnic groups, and students with disabilities.   

 

If a school had been identified as a Priority or Focus School in the 2017-18 school year, and the 

school is identified as among the lowest 5% of public school for a subgroup, based on 2017-18 

school year data, the school will be identified as Consistently Underperforming. All other schools 

will be identified as consistently underperforming is they are among the lowest 5% of public 

schools for a subgroupôs performance for two consecutive years. This determination will be made 

annually.  

 

f. Additional Targeted Support. Describe the Stateôs methodology, for identifying schools in 

which any subgroup of students, on its own, would lead to identification under ESEA section 

1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(I) using the Stateôs methodology under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D), 

including the year in which the State will first identify such schools and the frequency with 
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which the State will, thereafter, identify such schools. (ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C)-(D)) 

 

By the beginning of the 2018-19 school year, the State will identify for additional targeted support 

any TSI if in the year in which the State identities schools for CSI the school has a subgroup whose 

performance on its own would have caused the school to be identified for CSI using the stateôs 

method for identification of CSI schools.   

 

g. Additional Statewide Categories of Schools. If the State chooses, at its discretion, to 

include additional statewide categories of schools, describe those categories. 

 

New York State will identify schools for recognition in accordance with criteria established by the 

Commissioner. 

 

Any school not identified for Comprehensive Improvement and Support or Targeted Improvement 

and Support that performs at Level 1 on any accountability measure for any subgroup will be 

required to conduct a needs assessment to determine the additional support that the school needs to 

improve performance. Based on the schoolôs needs assessment, the school district, in its State 

consolidated plan, will be required to identify the additional resources and professional 

development that the district will provide the school to improve performance.  If performance on 

the measure does not improve, the district shall increase oversight of the school.    

 

New York State also plans to continue to identify Target Districts, based on the following criteria: 

¶ There are one or more Comprehensive or Targeted Support and Improvement Schools in 

the district, or 

¶ The district is performing at the level that would have caused a school to be identified as 

TSI or CSI. 

 

In the future, the Department will consider adding additional indicators to the process of 

identifying Target Districts. These indicators will be based upon information that can be collected 

at the district level, but not necessarily disaggregated to students (e.g., teacher engagement, class 

sizes, number of violent incidents.) 

 

vii. Annual Measurement of Achievement (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(E)(iii)): Describe how the 

State factors the requirement for 95 percent student participation in statewide mathematics 

and reading/language arts assessments into the statewide accountability system.  

 

NYSED will factor the 95% participation rate requirement into the Academic Achievement Index, 

as described above. The NYSED will require districts and schools with a consistent pattern of 

testing fewer than 95% of students in their general population and/or 95% of their students in one 

or more specific subgroups to create a plan that will address low testing rates resulting directly or 

indirectly from actions taken by the school or district, which we are calling institutional exclusion, 

while recognizing the rights of parents and students. New York State plans to use an n-size of 40 

for determining participation rate in order to ensure that the non-participation of two students does 

not result in a group of students failing to meet the 95% assessment participation rate requirement.  

The Department will provide guidance that identifies the minimum requirements of this plan, 
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which will include an analysis of the cause for low participation and a list of potential mitigating 

actions that the school will seek to pursue in the following year. NYSED will also require districts 

that evidence exclusion to implement a corrective measure as part of a plan to be executed over the 

course of multiple years, such as the one listed below: 

 

¶ Schools that persistently and substantially fail to meet the 95% participation requirement 

must conduct a participation rate self-assessment and develop a participation rate 

improvement plan. Schools that fail to meet the 95% participation requirement and that 

rank in the bottom 10% of participation across the State will be required to submit their 

self-assessment and participation rate improvement plan to NYSED for the 

Commissionerôs approval no less than three months prior to the next test administration 

period. 

¶ Schools that implement a school improvement plan and do not improve their participation 

rate receive a district participation rate audit, and the district must develop an updated 

participation rate improvement plan for the school. 

¶ Districts with schools that implement the districtôs improvement plan and do not improve 

their participation rate must contract with a BOCES to conduct a participation rate audit 

and develop an updated participation rate improvement plan. 

¶ Districts that have schools that implement the BOCES improvement plan and do not 

improve their participation rate may be required by the Department to undertake activities 

to raise student participation in State assessments. 

 

New York State is continuing efforts to increase participation in the Grades 3-8 ELA and 

mathematics tests across the State: 

¶ Responding to feedback from educators and parents, New York State reduced the number 

of test questions and converted to untimed testing so that students could work at their own 

pace and focus on their proficiency in the learning standards. New York State beginning in 

2018-19 will reduce from three to two days the administration period for the grade 3-8 

ELA and math assessments.  

¶ The Department has engaged the advice of nationally recognized consultants, and its own 

Technical Advisory Committee, to ensure that the technical quality of the tests is 

maintained as changes are made. 

¶ In addition, New York State intends to apply for participation in the Innovative Assessment 

Demonstration Authority, once the application is released. The Department will develop 

the application, in coordination with LEAs, to identify innovations that will address 

participation rates, as well as improve measurement of student proficiency. 

 

The involvement of teachers, school administrators, parents, advocates, and the public in the 

development of new learning standards and assessments has significantly increased in recent years. 

Starting in 2015, all questions on the Grades 3-8 ELA and mathematics tests are reviewed by at 

least 22 New York State educators, and, starting in 2018, all test questions will be written by New 

York State educators. The Department has also engaged in extensive public outreach, including the 

AimHIGHNY online survey, which was completed by 10,500 participants; the creation of an 

Assessment Toolkit providing districts and schools with tools to communicate the importance of 

State assessments with their constituents; the informational website ñAssessments 101ò designed 

https://www.engageny.org/resource/assessment-101
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for use by teachers and parents; and direct communications made by the Commissioner of 

Education through face-to-face meetings and an increased media presence across the State. 

 

viii. Continued Support for School and LEA Improvement (ESEA section 1111(d)(3)(A)) 

 

a. Exit Criteria for Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the 

statewide exit criteria, established by the State, for schools identified for comprehensive 

support and improvement, including the number of years (not to exceed four) over which 

schools are expected to meet such criteria.  

      

To exit CSI status, a CSI school must for two consecutive years be above the levels that would 

cause it to be identified for CSI status. Schools may exit CSI status if, for two consecutive years: 

¶ The schoolôs Composite Index and Growth or Graduation Index are both Level 2 or higher, 

or 

¶ Both the Composite Index and Growth Index or Composite Index and Graduation Rate 

Index are higher than at the time of identification; AND either growth/graduation or 

achievement is Level 2 or higher; AND none of the following is Level 1: Progress; English 

language proficiency; Chronic Absenteeism; and College, Career, and Civic Readiness. 

 

Alternatively, if a school is not on the new list of schools that are created every third year, as a 

consequence of the school having improved performance on the measures used to identify schools, 

the school will be removed from identification.  

Thus, for example, if a school is identified based on 2017-18 school year results, the school could 

first be exited if it is above the cut points for identification based on 2018-19 and 2019-20 school 

year results. The school could next be exited if the school is not identified when a new list of 

schools is promulgated based on 2020-21 school year results.      

 
b. Exit Criteria for Schools Receiving Additional Targeted Support.  Describe the statewide exit criteria, 
established by the State, for schools receiving additional targeted support under ESEA section 
1111(d)(2)(C), including the number of years over which schools are expected to meet such criteria.  

      

New York Stateôs exit criteria require that a school identified for low-performing subgroups of 

students must, for two consecutive years, be above the levels that would cause a school to be 

identified for low-performing subgroups of students.  For a school to be removed from TSI status, 

all identified subgroups must meet the specified exit criteria.  

 

 

c. More Rigorous Interventions.  Describe the more rigorous interventions required 

for schools identified for comprehensive support and improvement that fail to meet 

the Stateôs exit criteria within a State-determined number of years consistent with section 

1111(d)(3)(A)(i)(I) of the ESEA.   
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If a school identified for Comprehensive Support and Improvement does not meet the exit criteria, 

and that school is re-identified as a CSI school on the new list of schools that is promulgated every 

three years, New York State will place the re-identified Comprehensive Support and Improvement 

school into the New York State Receivership Program pursuant to Section 211-f of State 

Education law (the New York State School Receivership law) and Commissionerôs Regulations 

100.19. In addition, if a school that is currently identified as a Priority School does not meet the 

exit criteria and is identified as a CSI school on the initial ESSA Accountability Designation list, 

that school will also enter the Receivership program.  The State will handle alternative high 

schools that are identified as among the lowest performing in the State for more than three years 

slightly differently from how it will handle other schools. Rather than automatically placing these 

schools into Receivership, the Commissioner will partner with the district to determine the most 

appropriate interventions for that school.  The interventions under consideration may still include 

Receivership.  The Receivership program is outlined in more detail later in this section.  This 

tiered approach toward accountability aligns with the Stateôs vision that the Department should 

support schools throughout the identification process and reserve the Departmentôs more intensive 

supports and interventions for the schools that are struggling to make gains. 

 

NEW YORK STATEôS DIFFERENTIATED SYSTEM OF SUPPORTS AND 

ACCOUNTABILITY  

New York Stateôs system of differentiated accountability allows the schools identified as having 

the greatest needs to be the ones that receive the most support from the State.  This approach has 

been developed using feedback from stakeholders and the lessons that the Department has learned 

through our previous school improvement efforts.   

In general, schools that are having difficulty making gains will receive more support and more 

oversight than will the schools that are showing improvement.   

New York Stateôs Role in School Improvement 

The Stateôs role in School Improvement will be rooted in helping schools identify and implement 

the specific solutions that schools need to address their specific challenges.  This approach allows 

the State to support schools differently, based on the trajectory of the school and the length of time 

that the school has been identified.     

Department staff will utilize its collective knowledge, experience, access to data, ability to provide 

financial supports, and authority as an oversight entity to support the improvements necessary to 

increase student outcomes in struggling schools.  The ways in which the State helps the school and 

district find the best solutions will vary.  In some cases, the State may be best able to support the 

school through technical assistance and guidance.  In other cases, the State may be best able to 

support the school through resource support.  Additionally, the State may be able to best help the 

school through organizational shifts, and, when necessary, progressive interventions.  Often, 

schools will best benefit from a combination of these supports, which is why the State sees support 

and technical assistance as being closely linked to oversight and intervention.   
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The Stateôs efforts toward supporting identified schools involve eight critical components: 

¶ Supporting the Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment process 

¶ Supporting the development and implementation of schoolwide plans 

¶ Supporting the implementation of Evidence-based Interventions and Improvement 

Strategies 

¶ Promoting District-wide Improvement through Training and Support to Districts  

¶ Providing data to inform plans and call attention to inequities 

¶ Connecting schools and districts with other schools, districts, and professionals 

¶ Allocating and monitoring school improvement funds 

¶ Providing additional support and oversight for schools not making progress 

 

The State will provide ongoing support and guidance to identified schools and districts as they 

undertake a series of required actions designed to best promote improvement and identify and 

implement the solutions best suited for each school.  Under this model, Targeted Support and 

Improvement Schools will be supported by the district, which will be responsible for conducting 

TSI Needs Assessments and approving and monitoring TSI School Improvement plans.  This will 

allow the State to direct its focus toward Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools.  After 

the initial year of identification, the State will focus its attention on the subset of CSI schools that 

are not making progress.   
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Improvement Steps for Targeted Support and Improvements Schools 

 
 

The district will oversee the improvement steps for TSI schools, while the State will monitor and 

support the improvement steps for CSI schools.  The steps are noted below.  
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Improvement Steps for Targeted Support and Improvements Schools 
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As stated earlier, the Department will provide support for CSI schools and TSI schools in eight 

different ways, each of which is outlined below:

 

Supporting the Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment Process  

In order for the State to help schools identify the best solutions for the specific challenges that the 

school faces, the State will support a needs assessment process that thoroughly examines 

qualitative and quantitative data in conjunction with an on-site analysis of the quality and 

effectiveness of the education program in identified schools.  In order to develop improvement 

plans based on the specific needs of each school, CSI and TSI schools will be required to undergo 

an annual needs assessment.  There will be two types of annual needs assessments, a 

Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment, which is described below and which will be done 

by all schools during the first year of identification and, when appropriate, in subsequent years, 

and a Progress Needs Assessment, which is described in more detail in the Supporting the 

Development and Implementation of Schoolwide Plans section and will be done in the years 

following the Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment.   

   

Supporting the 
Comprehensive Needs 
Assessment process

Supporting the 
development and 
implementation of 
schoolwide plans

Supporting the 
implementation of 

Evidence-based 
Interventions and 

Improvement Strategies

Promoting District-wide 
Improvement through 
Training and Support to 

Districts 

Providing data to inform 
plans and call attention 

to inequities

Connecting schools and 
districts with other 

schools, districts, and 
professionals

Allocating and 
monitoring school 

improvement funds

Providing additional 
support and oversight 
for schools not making 

progress
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The Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment process in New York State will consist of three 

components:  

¶ A review of school/district quality, using the research-based Diagnostic Tool for School and 

District Effectiveness (DTSDE)  

¶ A review of select State-Reported and State-Supported data, such as suspension data or 

teacher turnover rates 

¶ A Resource Audit that closely examines both the effectiveness of professional development 

and how schools and districts use their time, space, and staff in relation to best practices.  

Schools may also consider how additional time for student learning or teacher collaboration 

could be added to address the findings of the time audit.   

 

The results of this three-part Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment will play a critical role 

in informing the school improvement plan. The multi-step Needs Assessment process is intended 

to provide a full picture of the school so that root causes for the schoolôs identification can be 

identified and addressed.    

The DTSDE review will look closely at how the school is organized for success through the 

DTSDE Tenets of leadership, curriculum, instruction, social-emotional developmental health, and 

family and community engagement.  

The review of data will involve analyzing critical measures to learn more about the school and to 

consider possible root causes for the schoolôs identification.  Examples of data that may be 

reviewed during this process include: 

Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment

¶A review of school/district quality using the research-based Diagnostic Tool for School and District 
Effectiveness (DTSDE) 

¶A review of select State-Reported and State-Supported data indicators

¶A Resource Audit that closely examines both the effectiveness of professional development along 
with how schools and districts use their time, space and staff in relation to best practices. 

*Undertaken by all CSI and TSI schools in Year 1 and as needed in Years 2 and 3

Progress Needs Assessment

¶A Progress Review of the implementation of the School Improvement Plan

ωA review of select State-Reported and State-Supported data in comparison to other schools and in 
comparison to last year 

ωA Resource Audit that examines the effectiveness of current professional development and 
compares allocations of time, space and staff from the previous year

ωA review of parent, staff, and teacher survey results 

*Undertaken by CSI and TSI schools in years when the Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment 
is not completed
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1. Longitudinal data that show trends over time, including data by subgroup 

2. Survey results from surveys of students, teachers, and families 

3. Suspension data 

4. Office referral data 

5. In-School/Out-of-School Suspension Data 

6. Teacher Turnover data 

7. Teacher Attendance 

8. The average number of professional learning opportunities that a teacher has within a 

school year  

9. Promotion Rates by grade 

10. Student Attendance 

11. Average Class Size 

12. Average number of minutes of instruction provided per day (exclusive of recess, lunch, 

study halls) 

13. The percentage of students in each high school who earn 5 or more credits during the 

school year (HS) 

14. Student participation in and performance on college entrance and/or college placement 

exams (HS) 

15. Dropout rates (HS) 

16. Percent of students passing Regents examinations with a score of 90 or higher (HS) 

17. Percent of students receiving Regents Diplomas with advanced designation. (HS) 

18. Student enrollment in and successful completion of dual-credit coursework (HS) 

19. Student participation in Advanced Placement (AP), International Baccalaureate (IB), and 

honors courses (HS) 

20. Student participation in and successful completion of Career and Technical Education 

(CTE) courses (HS) 

21. Number of Counselors per students 

22. Number of Social Workers per student 

23. Number of Nurses per student 

24. Number of Librarians per student 

25. Student access to highly qualified teachers  

26. The percent of all teachers teaching one or more assignments outside of certification. 

27. Access to minimum Physical Education requirements 

a. Percent of K- Grade 3 students who receive daily physical education for a 

minimum total of 120 minutes per week (exclusive of recess) 

b. Percent of Grades 4-6 students who receive physical education three days per 

week for a minimum total of 120 minutes per week (exclusive of recess)  

c. Percent of Grades 7-8 students who receive physical education instruction 

equivalent to 3 periods for one semester and 2 periods for the other semester 

(exclusive of recess) 

28. Access to recommended state arts requirements 

a. Percent of Grades 1-3 students who have 20% of the weekly time spent in 

school allocated to dance, music, theatre, and visual arts  

b. Percent of Grades 4-6 students who have 10% of the weekly time spent in 

school be allocated to dance, music, and theatre and visual arts  
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c. Percent of Grades 7-8 students who receive 55 hours per year of instruction in 

dance, music, theatre, and visual arts taught by a certified arts instructor 

29. Average number of minutes of Social Studies instruction per week (Elementary School) 

30. Average number of minutes of Science instruction per week (Elementary School) 

31. Average Attendance at PTA meetings 

32. Participation Rate at Parent-Teacher Conferences 

33. School Safety 

a. Number of Violent and Disruptive Incident Reports 

b. Number of Incidents of Discrimination and/or Harassment 

c. Number of Incidents of Cyber-bullying 

34. Student access to safe and clean facilities 

a. The number of accidents reported annually  

b. The number of health and safety violations reported annually 

 

To support schools and districts in their efforts to identify the best solutions and recommendations 

for identified schools, the State will provide representatives to conduct the DTSDE review of 

school quality in all CSI schools and will continue to support districts with training, materials, and 

guidance, so that LEAs can successfully conduct the DTSDE review of each of their TSI schools.  

In addition, the State will provide training and guidance to districts, supporting districtsô ability to 

analyze additional data and conduct Resource Audits.  These two steps of the Comprehensive 

Diagnostic Needs Assessment will be led by the district.   

Diagnostic Tool for School and District Effectiveness 

The Diagnostic Tool for School and District Effectiveness (DTSDE) rubric and review protocols 

will play a critical role in the Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment process.  

The DTSDE was developed in 2012 and has been the cornerstone of New York Stateôs school and 

district improvement efforts for the last five years.  The DTSDE rubric is a research-based tool that 

outlines six critical tenets of school and district success, and, within each tenet, five Statements of 

Practice that are critical for success in each tenet.  The DTSDE Tenets are organized as follows: 

Tenet 1. District Leadership and Capacity 

Tenet 2. School Leader Practices and Decisions 

Tenet 3. Curriculum Development and Support 

Tenet 4. Teacher Practices and Decisions 

Tenet 5. Social and Emotional Developmental Health 

Tenet 6. Family and Community Engagement   

The comprehensive DTSDE process serves as the foundation of the improvement cycle by providing 

an in-depth analysis of the quality of the schoolôs educational offerings.  The DTSDE process allows 

for teams to examine closely multiple components of school success through the use of a 
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comprehensive rubric.  Teams of reviewers provide their feedback on the quality and the 

effectiveness of the education offered to students, as opposed to visiting a school with a checklist 

for compliance purposes.  This process allows the schools to reflect on both what is being done and 

how it is being done.  This process also provides opportunities to ensure that schools are culturally 

responsive to the needs of the community. The team of reviewers will examine curricula to ensure 

that they are culturally responsive, in addition to meeting with students and their families to learn 

how the school is delivering culturally responsive educational offerings. 

Since the 2012-13 school year, all Priority and Focus schools have been required to undergo an 

annual DTSDE review.  The Department has led a portion of these reviews each year, with the 

assistance of an Integrated Intervention Team (IIT) consisting of a member from the district; an 

Outside Educational Expert (OEE) contracted by the State; and, when available, experts from the 

regional technical assistance centers for students with disabilities and English Language Learners. 

Since 2012, districts have overseen the reviews of schools not visited by the Department, while the 

State has conducted approximately 150 DTSDE reviews a year and conducts a full DTSDE review 

at Priority Schools at least once every three years.   

The review process relies on clearly defined protocols to ensure consistency across New York 

State.  Throughout the implementation of the DTSDE, the State has used feedback from the field 

to enhance the review process.  These adjustments include revising the DTSDE Rubric in 2013-14 

and modifying the visit protocols in 2014-15.  Based on feedback and lessons learned from initial 

implementation, the State made refinements to the tools used for classroom visits, as well as to 

logistics, including adding an additional day following site visits for teams to discuss evidence and 

ultimately provide more accurate, immediate, actionable feedback.  

In New York Stateôs effort to ensure that the review process is as beneficial as possible to schools 

and districts, the State made significant enhancements to the process in 2015.  These changes 

marked a shift from using the rubric and review as an evaluative instrument to using the rubric and 

review as a technical assistance opportunity.  As a result, the review process is now much more of 

a collaboration between the IIT and the building principal. The lead reviewer and principal visit 

classrooms together and discuss potential recommendations throughout the review.  With the focus 

of the IIT shifted from rating the school to identifying the best recommendations for improving 

student results, the school community is much more willing to openly discuss its challenges and 

engage in problem-solving with the IIT throughout the review.  At the conclusion of every review, 

the IIT leaves approximately five concrete, actionable recommendations that are designed to be 

implemented within a short time frame.   

As an additional means of providing technical assistance to building leaders, beginning in 2016-17, 

all IIT reviews now include a return visit to the school approximately six to eight weeks following 

the initial review.  The return visit provides an opportunity for the principal to share with the lead 

reviewer the progress made in implementing the recommendations and to determine next steps.  A 

summary of this meeting is included in an addendum to the final report that the school receives.   

The shift from using the review process to rate schools toward using the review process to identify 

barriers and provide technical assistance aligns with the Stateôs vision for supporting schools and 

identifying and implementing the best solutions for their circumstances.  The feedback regarding 
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this shift toward technical assistance has been overwhelmingly positive.  In a survey of 70 

principals who received IIT reviews in 2016-17, the Department received the following responses: 

¶ 71% of principals gave the highest rating, and an additional 20% of principals gave the 

second highest rating, when asked the extent to which they feel that they can use the 

recommendations provided to advance the school.   

¶ 78% of principals describe the ideas beyond the recommendations that the principals have 

received as a result of the review as ñnumerousò or ñtransformative.ò 

¶ 83% of principals gave the highest or second highest score when asked if they feel that the 

review has deepened their understanding of the school and the work ahead. 

¶ More than 81% of principals say that their input has been taken into consideration ñto a great 

extent.ò 

In addition to the survey results, principals from across the State have provided positive feedback 

about the process. 

¶ ñThis had to be one of the best experiences of my career.  I beat my head in search of that 

ótipping pointô to increase student achievement.  I now have the tools I need to move forward.  

A very humbling experience and I am grateful to have been a part of it!ò  -  Principal in 

Brooklyn  

¶ ñThe team was very clear that this process is not meant to be a ógotchaô method.  They were 

very collaborative throughout the entire review asking great probing questions to get myself 

and staff to think deeper.  I felt extremely free to be candid and the strengths and areas of 

need in the school building.  I was able to share were the school has come from and where I 

want to see the school go.  The process was very tightly aligned.ò ï Principal in Rochester 

¶ ñI really appreciate this year's format.  The team that came to our school was extremely 

reflective, cooperative, and helpfulò ï Principal in rural district  
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In addition to the direct technical assistance that the State provides to principals through the 

DTSDE review process, New York State also uses the DTSDE rubric and review process as a 

means to build the capacity of LEA leaders and school leaders.  Since 2012, the State has annually 

conducted several Focus District Institutes, at which district and school leaders are provided 

specific guidance concerning promoting school improvement strategies within the DTSDE rubric, 

conducting DTSDE reviews, serving as a member on a DTSDE IIT, and developing plans that are 

based on the DTSDE Needs Assessment.   

The State has offered more extensive technical assistance to interested districts and school leaders 

through the development of Professional Learning Communities and a DTSDE Reviewer 

Certification program. In addition, to ensure that the DTSDE reviews conducted by LEAs are done 

with fidelity, the State has developed a Lead Reviewer Credential that must be obtained by any 

individual conducting two or more district-led DTSDE reviews.  To receive the credential, 

reviewers must fulfil a training requirement and a shadowing requirement, in addition to passing 

an on-line assessment.  To ensure that reviewer practices reflect current expectations, the 

Department requires those with the DTSDE District Lead Credential to renew the credential each 

year.  In addition, the Department reviews reports submitted from District-led reviews and 

provides feedback to the district.   

The State has partnered with the University of Albany to develop a DTSDE Resource Guide, 

which identifies research-based interventions and strategies for each of the 30 DTSDE Statements 

of Practice. 

The DTSDE rubric, visit protocols, and subsequent reports have become part of the New York 

State educational culture and define how the State interacts with schools and districts regarding 

school improvement. At the State level, the DTSDE enables the Department to communicate with 

districts and schools, using a shared language/vocabulary of school improvement.  Extensive 

professional development on the DTSDE process and rubric for Department staff has increased the 

Departmentôs internal capacity to support districts and schools in the school improvement process. 

At the LEA level, the DTSDE has provided districts with a framework to assess school 

effectiveness, organize resources, and create targeted improvement plans through the District 

Comprehensive Improvement Plan (DCIP).  Finally, at the school level, the DTSDE rubric and the 

associated professional development increase the capacity of administrators and staff to self-assess 

both the strengths and the weaknesses of the educational and student support programs.  For 

example, the University of Rochester, in partnership with the Rochester City School District, is 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/diagnostic-tool-institute/documents/DTSDEResourceGuide.pdf
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implementing a plan to redesign East High School with the explicit intention of creating a school 

that will be rated ñEffectiveò or ñHighly Effectiveò on each DTSDE statement of practice.     

Extensive documentation of the DTSDE process is available from the NYSED Office of 

Accountability.  

For these reasons, the DTSDE process will continue to serve as the backbone of New York Stateôs 

school improvement efforts under ESSA. 

Supporting the Development and Implementation of Schoolwide Plans 

New York State has developed a cycle of continual school improvement based on identifying 

school and district needs through the DTSDE review process and then having schools and districts 

develop improvement plans that are based on the results of the review.  The State has promoted a 

continual improvement process that is based on five essential steps: 

1. Identifying needs 

2. Strategically identifying solutions to address those needs 

3. Identifying benchmarks to determine whether the strategies have been successful 

4. Monitoring the effectiveness of those strategies that have been implemented and tracking 

progress toward benchmarks 

5. Revising the strategies when gains are not made and benchmarks are not reached 

This process has been formalized through the improvement planning cycle.  Under ESSA, 

identified schools will be required to work with stakeholders to develop an annual improvement 

plan, known as a School Comprehensive Educational Plan (SCEP).  This plan must: 

¶ Include an analysis of the achievement of previous goals  

¶ Be based on the pertinent data from the school, including, but not limited to, the results of 

the schoolôs DTSDE review or Progress Review, a review of additional State-reported and 

State-supported data, the results of the schoolôs resource audit, and data from annual surveys 

¶ Identify the measures for which the school has been identified 

¶ Identify the initiatives that will be implemented within each of the six DTSDE Tenets to 

positively affect student learning  

¶ Explicitly delineate the schoolôs plan for annually increasing student performance through 

comprehensive instructional programs and services, as well as the plan for enhancement of 

teacher and leader effectiveness. The SCEP must focus on the accountability subgroup(s) 

and measures for which the school has been identified. 

¶ Be developed in consultation with parents, school staff, and others in accordance with the 

requirements of Commissionerôs Regulations Ä100.11 pertaining to Shared-Decision Making 

in order to provide a meaningful opportunity for stakeholders to participate in the 

development of the plan and comment on the SCEP before it is approved. The plan must be 

formally approved by the school board and be made widely available through public means, 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/diagnostic-tool-institute/home.html
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such as posting on the Internet, distribution through the media, and distribution through 

public agencies. In addition, the plan will include a section that outlines the extent of 

stakeholder involvement in the improvement planning process.  The State will reject plans 

from CSI schools that do not provide adequate evidence of involvement from parents and 

families. 

¶ Be implemented no later than the beginning of the first day of regular student attendance 

The Department has established Quarterly Leading Indicator Reports to provide a single ñrunning 

recordò that documents progress toward achieving the SMART (i.e., Specific, 

Measurable, Ambitious, Results-oriented, and Timely) goals identified in the SCEP. The template 

also serves as a tool to assist in strategic decision making based on concrete data. The report is to 

be completed by the school leader, in collaboration with the School Leadership Team, and 

submitted to the superintendent or his/her designee for review and verification each quarter. 

The process has been designed to provide a road map for improvement that districts and schools 

can use throughout the year.  In addition, the Department will continue to provide ongoing 

technical assistance through feedback on plans submitted, statewide trainings and webinars, and 

individual assistance and support.  Under ESSA, the State will be responsible for approving and 

monitoring the improvement plans at CSI schools, while the district will approve and monitor the 

improvement plans at TSI schools.  The State will provide guidance and support to districts to 

assist them with this responsibility.   

As part of the New York Stateôs efforts to ensure that the needs assessment process results in 

schools and districts identifying and implementing the best solutions for the challenges that the 

schools and districts face, the State will shift the needs assessment process under ESSA.   

Currently, identified schools undergo a full diagnostic DTSDE review or a modified DTSDE 

review each year.  Under ESSA, after the initial Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment, 

subsequent annual needs assessments will focus on assessing progress to determine the appropriate 

actions for future improvement plans.  These needs assessments, known as Progress Needs 

Assessments, will consist of four components: 

Å A Progress Review that looks at the quality and effectiveness of the implementation of the 

School Improvement Plan 

Å A review of select State-Reported and State-Supported data that compares the schoolôs data 

to other schools and compares the data to the schoolôs results from previous years.  

Å A Resource Audit that examines the effectiveness of current professional development and 

compares allocations of time, space, and staff from the previous year 

Å A review of parent, staff, and teacher survey results  

As part of the Progress Needs Assessment, schools will not receive a full DTSDE review, but will, 

instead, receive a ñProgress Reviewò that provides feedback to schools regarding the quality of the 

implementation of their School Improvement Plan.  This review will help address challenges that 

schools face and provide feedback to ensure that the plan will result in improved student outcomes.  

The State will use what is has learned during its implementation of the DTSDE review process and 
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work with stakeholders to ensure that the Progress Review process can provide useful feedback to 

schools.  The additional components of the Progress Needs Assessment will allow the schools to 

use data to identify needs and to determine the extent to which progress has been made toward 

goals. 

Districts will have the option to revisit their initial Diagnostic DTSDE review and conduct a new 

Comprehensive Need Assessment in lieu of a Progress Needs Assessment when it has been 

determined that the initial diagnosis may not have accurately identified the areas in need of 

support.  In addition, all CSI schools that do not make progress in both Year 1 and Year 2 will 

receive a new Diagnostic DTSDE Review in Year 3 of identification. CSI schools that completed 

their second Diagnostic DTSDE Review in Year 2 will not be required to receive an additional 

Diagnostic Review in Year 3.  The State will provide support by leading Progress Reviews in some 

CSI schools in Year 2 and leading second Diagnostic DTSDE Reviews in some schools that do not 

make progress in both Year 2 and Year 3.    

Supporting the Implementation of Evidence-Based Interventions and Improvement Strategies 

During conversations with a variety of stakeholders throughout New York State, the Department 

repeatedly heard that intervention is a serious step that must be applied selectively to schools that 

are struggling to make gains.  The Department also heard from numerous stakeholders that it must 

remember that the struggles facing a school are often not the result of a lack of effort.  

Stakeholders suggested that one-size-fits-all requirements can present additional challenges or may 

not be appropriate for the circumstances of the school, and, therefore, flexibility was necessary for 

districts and schools to identify the best solutions for their specific circumstances.   

New York State has incorporated the feedback from stakeholders with the lessons learned over the 

years to develop a system that moves away from overly prescriptive requirements upon 

identification, and instead uses the requirements for CSI schools as a way to promote best practices 

and better position schools and districts to be successful.  Additional actions will be necessary for 

schools that do not show progress, a process that is outlined in the section: Providing Additional 

Support and Oversight for Schools Not Making Progress.  

Under ESSA, CSI and TSI schools will be required to include at least one evidence-based 

intervention in their annual plans.  Both CSI and TSI schools will be encouraged to utilize the 

DTSDE Resource Guide) when selecting interventions to address needs that were identified during 

the Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment process.  In addition, the State will serve as a 

resource to connect districts and CSI and TSI schools to clearinghouses that have identified Evidence-

based Interventions.  CSI and TSI schools will have the flexibility to identify an Evidence-based 

Intervention to address the root causes identified during the needs assessment process. 

To promote the adoption of organizational best practices, New York State will require all CSI 

schools to adopt at least one school-level intervention.  To support schools and districts in their 

efforts to implement these interventions, during the 2017-18 school year, New York State will use 

data collected from current improvement plans and school-level reviews, along with the Stateôs 

implementation of the My Brotherôs Keeper initiative, to identify a select number of school-level 

improvement strategies for which the State will offer learning and implementation assistance to 

CSI schools as possible interventions to pursue.   New York State will offer a professional 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/diagnostic-tool-institute/documents/DTSDEResourceGuide.pdf
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development series for each of these strategies during the 2018-19 school year to assist districts 

and schools in beginning these interventions.  The State will use this training as a means of 

providing technical assistance and establishing Professional Learning Communities for identified 

schools that are implementing similar strategies.  CSI schools will have the flexibility to pursue a 

school-level improvement strategy that is not one of the strategies identified by the State.  Within 

one year of identification, all CSI schools will be required to have begun implementing at least one 

school-level improvement strategy.   

As an additional way to support CSI schools in their improvement efforts and position these 

schools for success, the State has identified two provisions from the former New York Whole 

School Reform models that CSI schools will be required to follow.  All CSI schools must: 

1. Beginning with the districtôs next Collective Bargaining Agreement, only permit incoming 

transfers of teachers who have been rated as Effective or Highly Effective in the most recent 

evaluation year. 

2. Provide staff job-embedded, ongoing professional development that is informed by the 

diagnostic review and the teacher evaluation and support systems and is tied to teacher and 

student needs. 

To empower parents and provide parents with choices in their childôs education, New York State 

will provide a set amount of funds to all CSI schools and require that CSI schools implement a 

participatory budgeting process that allows parents to help determine how these funds are spent.  

As part of the participatory budgeting process, parents will help determine the most appropriate 

ways for the school to spend the funds connected to the results of the needs assessment.  More 

detailed guidance and training will be provided to districts, school staff, school leadership teams, 

and parent organizations to support the implementation of the parent participatory budgeting 

process.  In addition to providing parents with a voice in how funds are spent, the participatory 

budgeting process also addresses the goal of the State to promote reciprocal communication and 

parent engagement. 

Based on feedback and experience, the State has concluded that Public School Choice did not 

always support school improvement or better opportunities for students, as higher-performing 

schools were not typically available, and the transfer of students could lead to greater segregation 

and inequity while increasing financial burdens for districts and schools already facing challenges.  

The State notes that most of the current districts with identified schools have been unable to offer 

Public School Choice.  In the past, there has been no designated alternative to Public School 

Choice to empower parents; however, the addition of the Parent Participatory Budgeting process 

addresses that need and now allows parents in all CSI schools to have a voice.  The process also 

allows opportunities for the voices of parents to be heard, ultimately helping advance the 

Departmentôs goal of ensuring that the educational offerings within the State are culturally 

responsive to the stakeholders being served.  While New York State values parent choice, the 

Department will work to ensure that the provision of choice supports, and does not work at cross-

purposes with, the goal of improving student outcomes across the district. New York State will 

make Public School Choice an option, but not a requirement, for any district with a CSI school, 

when the district believes that Public School Choice will support stronger outcomes for students 
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and for CSI schools.  In districts offering Public School Choice, a parent of a student attending a 

CSI school may request a transfer to a school classified as In Good Standing.  If there are no 

schools In Good Standing available, the district may offer a transfer to a TSI School. 

The State wants to ensure that parents of students attending schools experiencing significant 

decline are provided with options.  Therefore, in any instances in which the Achievement Index of 

a CSI school declines for two consecutive years, public school choice will no longer be an option, 

but, instead, will be a requirement, and the district must offer Public School Choice for parents of 

students attending that specific CSI school.   

As an additional way to promote best practices and to position schools for success, CSI and TSI 

schools will be required to conduct annual surveys of parents, teachers, and students.  Previously, 

identified schools were required to conduct surveys of just teachers and students.  Districts will 

have the flexibility to determine the survey instrument that best suits the needs of the district, and 

the State will support districts in identifying possible surveys to pursue.  These surveys should be 

used to measure change over time, assist in the Needs Assessment process, and provide data to 

inform the annual planning process.  Promoting District -wide Improvement through Training 

and Support to Districts  

The Department will continue to convene representatives from LEAs for statewide trainings to 

provide professional development on how the district can best support its identified schools.  These 

sessions will offer districts guidance on topics such as conducting needs assessments, developing 

plans based on needs assessments, identifying root causes, addressing root causes through 

Evidence-based Interventions, and monitoring and revising school-level plans.     

New York State will also offer professional development strands based on the schoolwide 

improvement strategies outlined previously in the Evidence-based Intervention section. The State 

will provide guidance and training to schools undertaking these interventions.  In addition, the 

State will convene those undertaking these interventions to share experiences with colleagues as a 

community of practitioners, so that schools can use one another as potential resources. 

In addition, New York State plans on identifying Target Districts in need of additional support.  

Similar to the approach taken with schools, Target Districts will be expected to undertake an 

annual Needs Assessment and develop an improvement plan that is based on the results of that 

Needs Assessment.  As part of this plan, Target Districts will be required to identify how they are 

assessing the capacities of and providing supports to the principals in identified schools.  Target 

Districts will also be required to review school-level and district-level data and describe how the 

district will address identified resource inequities. 

In addition, the State recognizes the important role that locally elected school boards have in 

improving student outcomes.  The State is hopeful that its deliberate approach toward school and 

district improvement will further drive efforts at the school board level.  The Stateôs plan to make 

critical data more prominent and accessible, which is described in more detail below, is intended to 

spearhead improvement and promote equity both within districts and between districts.  In 

addition, the Board of Regents has expressed a need for additional training and support to be 

provided to school boards in carrying out their critical functions.  The Board of Regents has 

previously advocated for legislative proposals that would allow the Department to take steps to 
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intervene when school boards are struggling to ensure that the basic educational needs are being 

met in the district. 

Providing Data to Inform Plans and Call Attention to Inequities 

The Department has access to multiple sources of data that can be helpful for schools and districts 

seeking to identify areas in need of improvement.  The State will share this data so that schools and 

districts can make comparisons within the district and across the State.  This review will help 

inform the Need Assessment process so that schools and districts can identify specific areas to 

address and identify specific goals and benchmarks to determine if progress is being made.  The 

State will provide guidance so that schools and districts can analyze these data to determine where 

improvement is necessary and where inequities have been identified.  

As part of the Stateôs ESSA plan, New York State will annually publish on its website the per-

pupil expenditures for each LEA and each school in the State for the preceding fiscal year, and 

also publish a State Equity Report, which will compare the rates of assignment of ineffective, out-

of-field, and inexperienced teachers between minority and low-income students in Title I schools 

and non-low-income, non-minority students in non-Title I schools.  These data will provide an 

additional source of information for districts and schools as they attempt to identify and address 

areas of need. 

In addition, New York State will establish annual cycles of resource allocation reviews of districts 

with significant numbers of Comprehensive and Targeted Support and Improvement Schools.  

These reviews will include an analysis of the school and district Resource Audits conducted during 

the Needs Assessment process, along with an analysis of school-level fiscal data, human resource 

data, data from certain Opportunity to Learn Standards, and data from the district-level Equity 

Report described below, to determine if there are gaps in resource allocation among TSI, CSI, and 

Schools in Good Standing.  These data will be presented to LEAs, comparing allocations between 

LEAs and within LEAs.  Following this review, the State will engage districts in which inequities 

are identified to determine the most appropriate actions that may be necessary to reduce and 

eliminate these inequities. 

Connecting Schools and Districts with Other Schools, Districts and Professionals 

The Departmentôs extensive provision of technical assistance and support allows the Department 

to be uniquely positioned to learn which schools and districts are attempting to address similar 

challenges.  Consequently, the Department is able to connect schools and districts with similar 

challenges to create a community of practitioners.  During the first year of identification, the State 

will form Professional Learning Communities based on the professional development series it will 

offer for a number of school-level improvement strategies.  After the initial year of identification, 

the State will focus its attention on the schools that have not made gains in subsequent years so 

that those schools can receive more intensive supports.  One way that the State will implement this 

is by connecting schools and districts that are addressing similar challenges and convening these 

schools and districts to provide guidance and allow those in the field to share their challenges and 

work together to think of solutions.   
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In addition, the State is uniquely positioned to connect CSI schools to schools that have 

successfully addressed challenges and made gains.  The State will connect CSI schools and 

districts to other schools and districts of similar demographics when the State believes that the CSI 

schools and districts can learn from the higher-performing schools.  One way that the State will do 

this is by identifying schools that have met certain criteria for success and identifying them as 

ñRecognition Schools.ò  From this list, the State will be able to identify Title I Recognition 

Schools and consider ways to have Recognition Schools provide support to CSI schools.  The State 

is currently conducting a similar program that involves Reward Schools providing direct support to 

Priority and Focus schools through activities such as mentoring principals and serving as 

instructional training sites.   

The State also has a number of Regional Technical Assistance providers able to support identified 

schools.  The Board of Regents portfolio includes 37 regional Boards of Cooperative Educational 

Services (BOCES).  Each BOCES is led by a District Superintendent, who is both its Chief 

Executive Officer and the Commissionerôs representative in the field.  This structure is unique 

within the United States and allows the Department to have an unparalleled statewide presence and 

effect at the local level. The BOCES are linked through a formal network that includes the 

Assistant Superintendents of Instruction from each BOCES, instructional administrators from each 

of the Big 5 city school districts, and Department senior staff. These representatives convene and 

communicate regularly, serving as a conduit for the exchange of information and best practices 

across the State. BOCES employ more than 34,000 staff, who provide services to school districts 

and operate 12 Regional Information Centers (RICs) that annually provide districts with over $300 

million in technology-related services. The BOCES governance structure; their statewide presence; 

and their cadre of practitioners and experts in data analysis, assessment, curriculum and 

instruction, and technology have made BOCES a reliable and consistent infrastructure for the 

delivery of professional development programs and technical assistance as New York State.   

New York State has a long history of providing extensive specialized Technical Assistance to 

identified subgroups of students through External Technical Assistance Centers. Regional Special 

Education Technical Assistance Support Centers (RSE-TASC) and Regional Bilingual Education 

Resource Networks (RBERNs) have continued to provide high-quality technical assistance, 

professional development, and information dissemination (materials) to school districts.  Under 

ESSA, both the RSE-TASC and RBERN will continue to provide representatives for DTSDE 

reviews.  These individuals often provide support to the identified schools prior to the review and 

after the review as well. 

Another major resource for teachers in New York State is the Stateôs network of Teacher Centers. 

Teacher Centers collaborate with teachers, districts, schools, institutions of higher education, and 

other education stakeholders (including several private sector partners) to provide tens of 

thousands of professional development opportunities every year. Teacher Centers are primary 

supporters and trainers of the development and implementation of New York Stateôs Professional 

Development Plan requirement and its alignment with the New York State Professional 

Development Standards. Teacher Centers also support the Departmentôs implementation of APPR 

requirements.  
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Allocating and Monitoring School Improvement Funds 

New York State recognizes the important role that resources can play in improvement, and the 

State is committed to ensuring that schools are not just receiving funds for improvement, but that 

schools are also using their resources strategically to promote success and develop sustainable 

solutions.   

Over the years, New York State has modified the School Improvement Grant (SIG) 1003 (a) and 

1003 (g) monitoring process so that attention is focused not just on whether the money is being 

spent as intended, but whether the spending decisions are resulting in improved outcomes.  This 

shift to expecting districts and schools to consider the return on investment has led districts and 

schools to look more closely at the implementation of their various initiatives.  Districts and 

schools are more focused on improving achievement because the Department is monitoring for 

results.  This shift also allows New York State to identify the districts in which expenditures are 

not having their desired effects so that technical assistance can be provided.   

New York State also has found that those receiving school improvement funds need flexibility.  

With the focus shifting toward ensuring a return on investment, schools and districts need to be 

able to amend their budgets so that schools and districts can revise their approaches when gains are 

not being made.  While the State strongly believes that allocations should be applied to areas 

identified through a needs assessment, New York State has found that prescribing actions based on 

the needs assessment can result in spending that may not address school-specific challenges.  

Several years ago, New York State developed a mechanism that outlined specific restrictions for 

how school improvement allocations were to be spent as the result of a schoolôs last DTSDE 

review. The State learned that this approach was too narrow, and has since adopted a more holistic 

approach toward the use of school improvement funds.  New York State has found that this 

flexibility is necessary and consistent with the Stateôs expectations that school improvement 

expenditures result in tangible improvements.  In order to monitor for improved outcomes, the 

State must ensure that schools and districts have ownership over the spending choices that districts 

and schools have made.   

New York State will provide school improvement funds to schools and to districts to support the 

annual needs assessment process and the development and implementation of the annual School 

Improvement Plan.  All Title I TSI and CSI schools will receive funds, with CSI schools receiving 

more money than Title I TSI schools.  Initially, all Title I CSI schools will receive a baseline 

allocation during their first year of identification.  Following that year, the Department will 

establish a tiered system for Title I CSI schools to best promote the effective use of resources and 

provide assistance when necessary.  As part of this system, Title I CSI schools that reach progress 

benchmarks established by the Department will  be eligible for a base allocation and an additional 

allocation.  Schools that do not make progress will also receive the base allocation.  The State will  

then provide these schools with additional support and technical assistance in conjunction with the 

distribution of the additional allocation.  Title I CSI schools that do not make gains would need to 

participate in this support in order to access the additional allocation.  Ongoing progress will result 

in additional funding and/or flexibility of funding in future years.  In addition, Title I CSI schools 

that make gains for two consecutive years will receive a supplemental allocation designed to assist 

the school in transitioning to improvement efforts that can be sustained, should the school no 
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longer be identified.  On the other hand, Title I CSI schools that do not meet progress benchmarks 

for two consecutive years will receive additional support and technical assistance before they 

receive additional funding.  This approach will enable New York State to best direct its support to 

the districts and schools that need it the most while promoting effective spending decisions and 

helping to ensure that school improvement resources can result in improved student outcomes.  

This model is further outlined in the diagram below.  

  



  

Revised State Template for the Consolidated State Plan 99 

 

 

Resource Distribution to Title I CSI Schools 

New York State will support the strategic use of resources in other ways, such as through the 

Needs Assessment process and through the annual cycles of resource allocation reviews of districts 

identified earlier.  New York State will also provide grants to districts to promote diversity and 

reduce socio-economic and racial-ethnic isolation, as part of a comprehensive school improvement 

strategy.  In addition, Department staff will continue to use an approach toward monitoring that 

focuses on the effect of spending choices, rather than on compliance, through its current 

performance management system. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

Revised State Template for the Consolidated State Plan 100 

 

 

Providing Additional Support and Oversight for Schools Not Making Progress 

New York State will enhance its current system of differentiated accountability, so that schools 

identified as having the greatest needs will receive the most attention from New York State.  

Central to this approach is recognition that because the needs of schools and districts vary, New 

York State should base its approach on the specific needs of each school and district.  The required 

interventions will look different at CSI schools, based on whether the school has shown progress.   

CSI Schools that do not make gains after one year 

During the 2018-19 school year, Department field staff will focus their attention on supporting all 

CSI schools through the variety of improvement initiatives scheduled for that year, such as the 

Needs Assessment process and the evidence-based intervention training.  In Year 2, Department 

staff will focus their on-site and off-site technical assistance on schools that do not make gains 

after Year 1.  Staff will conduct Progress Reviews at a sampling of these schools and provide 

additional guidance and support through training and feedback on plan development and resource 

allocation. 

As part of the annual district improvement plan, districts will be required to identify how they will 

be assessing the capacity of principals of CSI and TSI schools and outline how the districts will 

support these principals.  In addition, districts with CSI schools that did not make progress in Year 

1 will be required to submit a Principal Support Report for each CSI school that did not make 

progress that identifies any areas in which the principal has been rated as ñDevelopingò or 

ñIneffectiveò in his or her annual evaluation.  The purpose of this document is to allow the 

Department to determine areas where more support is needed across New York State and to have 

the district determine if there is any potential dissonance between the evaluation system being used 

and the results of the school.  The report is intended to provide information for the district and 

New York State, and will not be used for punitive purposes.  As part of this report, LEAs will be 

required to identify how they will support the principal in any areas identified as Developing or 

Ineffective.    

 

CSI Schools that do not make gains in both Year 1 and Year 2 

Schools that do not make gains in both Year 1 and Year 2 will be the focus of the Departmentôs 

technical assistance and oversight during Year 3.  Since this category will represent a subset of all 

CSI schools, the Department will be able to focus its attention on a limited number of schools and 

provide targeted support based on the needs of the school.    

CSI schools that do not make gains for two consecutive years will be required to partner with a 

Regional Technical Assistance Center. In addition, these schools must also complete a second 

Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment, unless the school completed a second 

Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment in the previous year. 

Districts with schools that do not make gains for two consecutive years will be required to 

complete a comprehensive assessment of the principalôs capacity by using a tool such as the 

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ILSSC) standards, the DTSDE Rubric 

Leadership Statements of Practice, or the districtôs leadership evaluation system.  Districts will be 
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required to let the State know what measurement instrument the district will use.  The tool should 

be used to identify the areas to which the district will direct its support.  The District will be 

required to submit the results of this assessment along with a plan for support based on the 

assessment.    

 

Additional Interventions Available 

In past years, New York State has pursued dramatic school change through a variety of 

interventions and policy initiatives that will continue to be available for use. These initiatives have 

been supported by a strong statutory and regulatory framework.  The range of interventions allows 

New York State to identify an approach toward intervention and support that is most appropriate in 

addressing the specific needs of the district or school.  

 

The current interventions available for addressing the needs of low-performing schools in New 

York State include the Schools Under Registration Review (SURR) process, Education Partner 

Organizations (EPOs), Distinguished Educators, Joint Intervention Team reviews, Commissionerôs 

Regulations concerning requirements for identified schools, and the New York State Receivership 

Law. 

 

Schools Under Registration Review (SURR) 

Any public school in a school district that is identified as being among those that are farthest from 

meeting the benchmarks established by the Commissioner or as being a poor learning environment 

may be identified as a School Under Registration Review (SURR).  A SURR must undergo a 

resource, planning, and program audit, and develop and implement a restructuring plan that 

outlines how the school will implement one of four federal intervention models. If a SURR fails to 

demonstrate adequate improvement within three academic years, the Commissioner shall 

recommend to the Board of Regents that its registration be revoked.  Following revocation of a 

schoolôs registration, the Commissioner has the authority to develop a plan to ensure that the 

educational welfare of affected students is protected.   

 

In July 2015, the Board of Regents made adjustments to the SURR provisions to incorporate the 

New York State Receivership Law that was adopted in 2015.  As a result, any school identified as 

being under Registration Review that was also identified as a Struggling School or Persistently 

Struggling School pursuant to Section 100.19 under the Receivership Law was required to 

implement school receivership.   

As a result of this adjustment, schools that have been identified as being among the lowest-

performing for more than three consecutive years are placed under Receivership.  Alternative 

schools (e.g., Transfer high schools and Special Act schools) will not be automatically placed into 

Receivership; instead, the Commissioner will work with the district, should any alternative school 

be identified as among the lowest-performing for more than three consecutive years, to determine 

the most appropriate interventions for that school.  The School Under Registration Review process 

remains in effect and can be utilized for schools that have been identified as the farthest from 
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meeting the benchmarks established by the Commissioner or as being a poor learning 

environment. 

In July 2015, the Board of Regents revised the conditions for which a school could be identified as 

a poor learning environment and, therefore, be identified as a SURR by the Commissioner. A 

school may now be identified as a poor learning environment if there is evidence that the school 

does not maintain required programs and services or evidence of failure to appropriately refer for 

identification and/or provide required programs and services to students with disabilities pursuant 

to Commissionerôs Regulations or evidence of failure to appropriately identify and/or provide 

required programs and services to English language learners pursuant to Commissionerôs 

Regulations. 

Education Partner Organization (EPO) 

Under Education Law 211-e, districts with schools that have been identified as Priority under New 

York Stateôs approved ESEA Flexibility Waiver have the ability to contract with Educational 

Partnership Organizations (EPOs) to turn around the identified school(s).  The EPO assumes the 

powers and duties of the superintendent of schools for purposes of implementing  the  educational 

program   of   the   school,   including,  but  not  limited  to,  making recommendations to the  

board  of  education  on  budgetary  decisions,   staffing  population  decisions, student discipline 

decisions, decisions on curriculum, and determining the daily schedule  and  school  calendar, all  

of  which  shall  be  consistent  with  applicable collective bargaining agreements. The EPO 

contract includes district performance expectations and/or benchmarks for school operations and 

academic outcomes, and failure to meet such expectations or benchmarks may be grounds for 

termination of the contract prior to the expiration of its term.  

Distinguished Educators 

A school district designated as Focus or a school designated as Priority or Focus may be required 

to cooperate with a distinguished educator appointed by the Commissioner, pursuant to section 

100.17(c)(3)(i) of Commissionerôs Regulations. The distinguished educator also provides oversight 

of the district comprehensive improvement plan or school comprehensive improvement plan, and 

serves as an ex-officio member of the local board of education. All improvement plans are subject 

to review by the distinguished educator, who shall make recommendations to the board of 

education. The board of education must implement such recommendations, unless it obtains the 

Commissioner's approval to implement an alternate approach. 

Joint Intervention Team Review Process 

Currently, all schools identified as Priority Schools or Focus Schools are required to undergo an 

annual diagnostic review, using a diagnostic tool of quality indicators as prescribed by the 

Commissioner.  The Commissioner appoints a Joint Intervention Team, typically referred to as an 

Integrated Intervention Team, to conduct an on-site school review.   More information about this 

process can be found in the Diagnostic Tool for School and District Effectiveness section above.   

New York State Receivership  

In April 2015, the New York State Legislature passed Subpart H of Part EE of Chapter 56 of the 

Laws of 2015 ï Education Law 211-f.  This law established school receivership.  Under New York 

Stateôs receivership law, a school receiver has the authority to: develop a school intervention plan; 
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convert schools to community schools providing wrap-around services; reallocate funds in the 

schoolôs budget; expand the school day or school year; establish professional development plans; 

order the conversion of the school to a charter school in a manner that is consistent with applicable 

State laws; remove staff and/or require staff to reapply for their jobs, in collaboration with a 

staffing committee; and negotiate collective bargaining agreements, with any unresolved issues 

submitted to the Commissioner for decision. The school receiver may be either the superintendent 

of the district or an independent receiver.   

Section 211-f designates current Priority Schools that have been in the most severe accountability 

status since the 2006-07 school year as Persistently Struggling Schools and vests the 

superintendents of these districts with the powers of an independent receiver.  The superintendent 

is given an initial one-year period to use the enhanced authority of a receiver to make 

demonstrable improvement in student performance at the Persistently Struggling School, or the 

Commissioner will direct that the school board appoint an independent receiver and submit the 

appointment for approval by the Commissioner.  The law also establishes that any school that was 

a Priority School for three consecutive years is considered a Struggling School, and the 

superintendent is given the powers of a receiver.  For these schools, the superintendent is given an 

initial two-year period to make demonstrable improvement, as opposed to the one-year period 

given to Persistently Struggling Schools.  If a ñStruggling School does not make demonstrable 

improvement, the Commissioner will direct that the school board appoint an independent receiver 

and submit the appointment for approval by the Commissioner.   

An independent receiver, which can be an individual, a not-for-profit organization, or another 

school district, has sole responsibility to manage and operate the school and has all the enhanced 

authority of a school receiver.  Independent receivers are appointed for up to three school years, 

and serve under contract with the Commissioner.  If a school fails to make demonstrable 

improvement while subject to Independent Receivership, then the Commissioner shall direct that 

the school be converted to a charter school, placed under management of the State University of 

New York or the City University of New York, or phased out and closed.  

For the 2015-16 and 2016-17 school years, the Governor and State Legislature appropriated $150 

million to support schools that had been identified as Persistently Struggling as of July 2015 and 

schools that had been identified as Persistently Struggling or Struggling for the entirety of the 

2016-17 school year.  Funds that were not used by schools in 2015-16 and 2016-17 remain 

available for use in the 2017-18 school year. 

CSI schools that are part of the receivership program will have the same interventions as above, 

with the additional accountability requirement of needing to make demonstrable improvement to 

avoid being taken over by an independent receiver.  In addition, CSI schools in the Receivership 

program will continue to be closely monitored by Department staff through the use of the 

Receivership Demonstrable Improvement Leading Indicators reports, along with monitoring visits 

and phone check-ins between Receivership schools, the district, and the Department.   

In addition to the supports and interventions outlined for CSI schools and TSI schools, New York 

State will require any school that is not identified as a CSI or TSI school, but receives a Level 1 on 

any indicator for any accountability subgroup, to complete a self-assessment and inform its district 
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of the additional assistance that the school needs to improve. The district, in turn, must identify the 

support that the district will provide in its consolidated application for federal funds. 

New York State believes that the combination of having progressive intervention systems and 

multiple levers available for more extensive interventions, when necessary, will allow New York 

State to consider the most appropriate interventions for the identified school and selectively apply 

interventions as deemed appropriate.  

d. Resource Allocation Review.  Describe how the State will periodically review 

resource allocation to support school improvement in each LEA in the State 

serving a significant number or percentage of schools identified for 

comprehensive or targeted support and improvement. 

 

New York State recognizes that the strategic use of resources is a critical component of improving 

student outcomes.  New York State will support effective resource allocation through the cycles of 

resource allocation reviews of districts with significant numbers of Comprehensive and Targeted 

Supports and Improvement Schools described previously.  The State will also promote the 

effective use of resources by ensuring that resources are closely analyzed as part of the Needs 

Assessment process.  The Resource Audit that schools must perform will closely examine how 

schools use their time, space, and staff.  In addition, New York State understands the critical role 

that professional development can play in school improvement, and thus will require identified 

schools and districts to analyze the effectiveness of previous professional development during the 

Resource Audit. LEAs will receive guidance and training to support their ability to conduct 

Resource Audits and promote the effective use of resources.   

e. Technical Assistance.  Describe the technical assistance the State will provide 

to each LEA in the State serving a significant number or percentage of schools 

identified for  comprehensive or targeted support and improvement.  

 

New York State will significantly expand its current technical assistance offerings to provide 

support so that the schools identified as having the greatest needs will be the ones that receive the 

most attention from New York State.  New York State will provide support and technical 

assistance through the eight key functions outlined previously: 

¶ Supporting the Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment process 

¶ Supporting the development and implementation of schoolwide plans 

¶ Supporting the implementation of Evidence-based Interventions and Improvement Strategies 

¶ Promoting District-wide Improvement through Training and Support to Districts  

¶ Providing data to inform plans and call attention to inequities 

¶ Connecting schools and districts with other schools, districts, and professionals 

¶ Allocating and monitoring school improvement funds 

¶ Providing additional support and oversight for schools not making progress 
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Supporting the Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessment process

ÅSupplying a Department representative to conduct DTSDE reviews for CSI Schools (Year 1)

ÅSupplying a Department representative to conduct Progress Reviews and DTSDE reviews in CSI 
schools not making progress (Years 2 and 3)

ÅProviding training to Districts on conducting Comprehensive Needs Assessments in TSI Schools 

ÅProviding feedback to Districts on Comprehensive Needs Assessments conducted for TSI 
schools 

ÅAdministering a Reviewer Credential program to ensure that those conducting reviews for 
districts have specific skills

ÅProviding guidance and training on conducting Resource Audits and analyzing Tier 2 and Tier 3 
indicators

Providing additional support and oversight for schools not making 
progress

ÅOffering on-site and off-site technical assistance to schools that do not make gains each 
year

ÅHaving all DTSDE reviews after Year 1 focused on CSI schools that have not made gains

ÅRequiring districts with CSI schools that did not make gains in Year 1 to complete a 
Principal Support Report to identify areas where assistance is needed

ÅRequiring districts with CSI schools that do not make progress in Year 1 and Year 2 to 
complete an assessment of School Leader capacity

ÅRequiring CSI schools that do not make progress in Year 1 and Year 2 to partner with a 
Regional Technical Assistance Center

ÅPlacing all CSI schools that are re-identified as CSI schools into the Receivership program

ÅPlacing any current Priority School that is identified as a CSI school on the initial list into 
the Receivership program

ÅConsidering additional interventions when applicable, such as identifying a school as SURR 
or utilizing the Distinguished Educator

Supporting the development and implementation of schoolwide plans

ÅProviding guidance and training to schools and districts on the development of improvement 
plans

ÅProviding feedback on CSI plans

ÅApproving CSI plans

ÅConducting Progress Reviews in select CSI schools that provide feedback and recommendations 
on the implementation of the current plan (Years 2 and 3)

ÅProviding training to Districts on conducting Progress Needs Assessments 

ÅUsing a performance management system that documents progress toward goals

ÅProviding on-site and off-site support to assist schools in the Receivership program
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Supporting the implementation of Evidence-based Interventions and 
Improvement Strategies
ÅConnecting schools and districts to Evidence-based Interventions

ÅIdentifying select Schoolwide Improvement Strategies for CSI schools to consider and providing 
training to support the planning and implementation of those strategies

ÅLimiting the transfer of incoming teachers at CSI schools to those who have been rated 
Effective or Highly Effective in the most recent evaluation year (consistent with Collective 
Bargaining Agreements)

ÅRequiring CSI schools to ensure that staff receive PD on the implementation of the plan

ÅProviding training and guidance to CSI schools and districts to support the establishment of a 
Parent Participatory Budget process 

ÅRequiring CSI and TSI schools to complete annual surveys of parents, teachers, and students

ÅAssisting districts with identifying surveys to use

Promoting District-wide Improvement through Training and Support to 
Districts 

ÅProviding training on supporting identified schools through topics such as: 

Åconducting Comprehensive Diagnostic Needs Assessments and Progress Needs 
Assessments

Åidentifying root causes

Åaddressing root causes through Evidence-based Interventions,

Ådeveloping and approving improvement plans

Åestablishing a Parent Participatory Budgeting process

Providing data to inform plans and call attention to inequities

ÅOffering data comparing schools to schools within the district and across New York State

ÅPublishing per-pupil expenditures for each district and school on the New York State 
website

ÅPublishing a New York State Equity Report that identifies rates of assignment to 
Ineffective, Out-of-Field, and Inexperienced teachers between minority and low-income 
students in Title I schools and non-low-income, non-minority students in non-Title I 
schools at the district level

ÅEstablishing annual cycles of resource allocation reviews of districts with significant 
numbers of identified schools

ÅEngaging with districts where inequities are identifed to determine the most appropriate 
actions that to reduce and eliminate these inequities



  

Revised State Template for the Consolidated State Plan 107 

 

 

 

 

 

f. Additional Optional Action. If applicable, describe the action the State will 

take to initiate additional improvement in any LEA with a significant number 

or percentage of schools that are consistently identified by the State for 

comprehensive support and improvement and are not meeting exit criteria 

Connecting schools and districts with other schools, districts, and professionals

ÅProviding opportunities for identified schools and districts to connect with schools and 
districts facing similar challenges

ÅProviding opportunties for identified schools to connect with higher-performing schools 
with similar demographics

ÅConnecting schools to Regional Technical Assistance providers, such as BOCES, RSE-TASC 
and RBERNs

Allocating and monitoring school improvement funds

ÅProviding Title I identified schools with a base allocation to develop and implement their 
improvement plan

ÅOffering an additional allocation to Title I CSI schools that make progress, and an additional 
allocation in conjunction with technical assistance to schools that do not make progress

ÅIncentivizing socioeconomic integration through grants

Providing additional support and oversight for schools not making 
progress

ÅOffering on-site and off-site technical assistance to schools that do not make gains each 
year

ÅHaving all DTSDE reviews after Year 1 focused on CSI schools that have not made gains

ÅRequiring districts with CSI schools that did not make gains in Year 1 to complete a 
Principal Support Report to identify areas where assistance is needed

ÅRequiring districts with CSI schools that do not make progress in Year 1 and Year 2 to 
complete an assessment of School Leader capacity

ÅRequiring CSI schools that do not make progress in Year 1 and Year 2 to partner with a 
Regional Technical Assistance Center

ÅPlacing all CSI schools that are re-identified as CSI schools into the Receivership program*

ÅPlacing any current Priority School that is identified as a CSI school on the initial list into 
the Receivership program*

*Transfer schools will not automatically be placed in Receivership, but will instead be 
reviewed  to determine the appropriate intervention.

ÅConsidering additional interventions when applicable, such as identifying a school as SURR 
or utilizing the Distinguished Educator
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established by the State or in any LEA with a significant number or percentage 

of schools implementing targeted support and improvement plans.  

 

New York Stateôs system of differentiated accountability will allow New York State to focus its 

attention on the districts and schools that are not making progress.  New York Stateôs process of 

identifying districts allows districts to be involved with New York Stateôs efforts to support 

improvement and encourages districts to pursue a cohesive, systemic approach to improvement at 

both the district and school level.  In addition to the supports and interventions outlined earlier, the 

Department is currently piloting a district-level Technical Assistance Review process and will 

expand this pilot and implement a district-level review process to assist districts with multiple 

identified schools.   

 

5. Disproportionate Rates of Access to Educators (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B)): 

Describe how low-income and minority children enrolled in schools assisted under 

Title I, Part A are not served at disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or 

inexperienced teachers, and the measures the SEA will use to evaluate and publicly 

report the progress of the SEA with respect to such description.12       

 

As described further in Section D of this plan, the Department has undertaken many initiatives 

over the past seven years that focused on the goal of ensuring that all students across New York 

State, regardless of their physical location, acquire the knowledge, skills, and abilities that students 

need to realize personal success in college, career, and life. Despite earnest effort, we have not yet 

achieved this goal, and past NYSED efforts have not yet delivered the desired improvements in 

equity and educational excellence. As we know, too many schools and students chronically 

struggle, and subgroup achievement gaps persist. 

 

We also know that, among school based factors, nothing matters more to improving student 

outcomes than teaching and school leadership.13 Accordingly, the Department is committed to the 

principle that all students should have equitable access to great teachers and school leaders. 

 

Consistent with the requirements of ESSA, what follows is a technical description of the rates at 

which low-income and minority students in Title I schools are assigned to ineffective, out-of-field, 

and inexperienced teachers, compared to non-low-income, non-minority students in non-Title I 

schools. For a description of how the Department intends to improve equitable access to 

experienced, qualified, and effective teachers and school leaders, please see Section D.  

 

The Department will use the following definitions for low-income students, minority students, 

ineffective teachers, out-of-field teachers, and inexperienced teachers: 

 

                                                           
12 Consistent with ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B), this description should not be construed as requiring a State to develop 

or implement a teacher, principal, or other school leader evaluation system.    
13 See, e.g., Leithwood, K., Seashore-Louse, K., Anderson, S., and Walhstrom, K., ñHow Leadership Influences 

Student Learning: Review of the Researchò. New York City, NY: Wallace Foundation and ñTeachers Matter: 

Understanding Teachers' Impact on Student Achievementò. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2012.  
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Key Term Statewide Definition  

Ineffective teacher Teacher who receives an Ineffective rating on his/her 

overall composite rating.14 

Out-of-field teacher Teacher who does not hold certification in the content 

area for all the courses that he/she teaches.15 

Inexperienced teacher Teachers with three or fewer years of experience. 

Low-income student Student who participates in, or whose family participates 

in, economic assistance programs, such as the free or 

reduced-price lunch programs, Social Security Insurance 

(SSI), Food Stamps, Foster Care, Refugee Assistance 

(cash or medical assistance), Earned Income Tax Credit 

(EITC), Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP), 

Safety Net Assistance (SNA), Bureau of Indian Affairs 

(BIA), or Family Assistance: Temporary Assistance for 

Needy Families (TANF). If one student in a family is 

identified as economically disadvantaged, all students 

from that household (economic unit) may be identified as 

economically disadvantaged. 

Minority student Student who is identified as American Indian or Alaska 

Native, Asian, Black or African-American, Hispanic or 

Latino, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, or 

multiracial. 

 

 

Using the most recently available data (2015-16 school year), the Statewide analysis is as 

follows16: 

 
STUDENT 

GROUPS 

Rate at 

which 

students 

are taught 

by an 

Disproportionality 

between rates 

Rate at 

which 

students are 

taught by an 

Disproportionality 

between rates 

Rate at which 

students are 

taught by an 

inexperienced 

teacher 

Disproportionality 

between rates 

                                                           
14 Teaching and school leadership are multi-dimensional professions and research overwhelmingly confirms the 

importance of using multiple measures of educator effectiveness when determining summative evaluation ratings for 

teachers and school leaders. Teacher and principal summative annual evaluation ratings in New York State include 

measures of student growth (multiple measures where collectively bargained) and observations of practice based on 

rubrics aligned to the Stateôs Teaching and Leadership Standards. The Department is currently undergoing a multi-

year process to review and revise its ELA and math Learning Standards, State assessment program, and educator 

evaluation system. During this time, measures based on the Stateôs growth model and grades 3-8 ELA and math State 

assessments will be used for advisory purposes only. Educators whose original evaluations included these measures 

will receive a second set of scores and ratings that use alternate measures of student growth (ñtransition ratingsò). 

These transitions ratings will be used in applicable school years for the purposes of the equity analysis.     
15 Although the Department currently has student-teacher linkage information for all courses, we do not yet have the 

ability to determine whether or not every course that every teacher teaches is a course for which he/she is appropriately 

certified. Until that time, we will calculate rates of student assignment to out-of-field teacher by using our existing 

indicator of whether a teacher is not certified for any of the courses that they teach. 
16 This analysis is based on 1,538,156 students and includes elementary, middle, and high schools. 
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ineffective 

teacher  

out-of-field 

teacher 

Low-income 

students 

enrolled in 

schools 

receiving 

funds under 

Title I, Part 

A 

Box A: 

enter rate 

as a 

percentage 

1.1% 

Enter value of   

(Box A) ï (Box B) 

1.0% 

Box E: enter 

rate as a 

percentage 

26% 

Enter value of   

(Box E) ï (Box F) 

17% 

Box I: enter 

rate as a 

percentage 

32% 

Enter value of   

(Box I) ï (Box J) 

16% 

Non-low-

income 

students 

enrolled in 

schools not 

receiving 

funds under 

Title I, Part 

A 

Box B: 

enter rate 

as a 

percentage 

0.1% 

Box F: enter 

rate as a 

percentage 

9% 

Box J: enter 

rate as a 

percentage 

16% 

Minority 

students 

enrolled in 

schools 

receiving 

funds under 

Title I, Part 

A 

Box C: 

enter rate 

as a 

percentage 

1.3% 

Enter value of   

(Box C) ï (Box D) 

1.2% 

Box G: enter 

rate as a 

percentage 

29% 

Enter value of   

(Box G) ï (Box H) 

21% 

Box K: enter 

rate as a 

percentage 

33% 

Enter value of   

(Box K) ï (Box L) 

17% 

Non-

minority 

students 

enrolled in 

schools not 

receiving 

funds under 

Title I, Part 

A 

Box D: 

enter rate 

as a 

percentage 

0.1% 

Box H: enter 

rate as a 

percentage 

8% 

Box L: enter 

rate as a 

percentage 

16% 

 

As the table above makes clear, across New York State, low-income and minority students are 

much more likely to be assigned to ineffective, out-of-field, and inexperienced teachers. 

Specifically: 
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¶ Low income students in Title I schools are 11 times more likely to be taught by a teacher 

who received a rating of Ineffective, compared to students who are not low income in non-

Title I schools. 

¶ Minority students in Title I schools are 13 times more likely to be taught by a teacher who 

received a rating of Ineffective, compared to non-minority students in non-Title I schools. 

 

¶ Low income students in Title I schools are nearly three times more likely to be taught by 

an out-of-field teacher, compared to students who are not low income in non-Title I 

schools. 

¶ Minority students in Title I schools are more than three and a half times more likely to 

be taught by an out-of-field teacher, compared to students who are not low income in non-

Title I schools. 
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¶ Low income students in Title I schools are twice as likely to be taught by a teacher with 3 

or fewer years of experience, compared to students who are not low income in non-Title I 

schools. 

¶ Minority students in Title I schools more than two times more likely to be taught by a 

teacher with 3 or fewer years of experience, compared to non-minority students in non-

Title I schools.  

 

Similar trends are seen within student subgroups: 
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¶ Asian students are more than twice as likely, and Black and Hispanic students more than 

ten times as likely as White students to be placed with a teacher who received a rating of 

Ineffective. 

¶ ELL students are twice as likely, and students with disabilities are nearly twice as likely, 

to be placed with a teacher who received a rating of Ineffective, compared to their 

counterparts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

¶ Asian students are more than two and a half times as likely, and Black and Hispanic 

students more than three times as likely, as White students to be placed with an out-of-

field teacher. 

¶ ELL students and students with disabilities are nearly twice as likely to be placed with an 

out-of-field teacher than are their counterparts. 
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¶ Asian students are more likely than White students, and Black and Hispanic students are 

nearly two times as likely as White students, to be placed with an out-of-field teacher 

than are their counterparts. 

¶ ELL students and students with disabilities are all more likely to be placed with an out-of-

field teacher than are their counterparts. 

 

As previously stated, the Department seeks to ensure that all students have equitable access to 

effective, qualified, and experienced teachers and school leaders. Given our persistent subgroup 

achievement gaps, this goal is one that we must achieve with great urgency.  

The Department firmly believes that investment in our educator workforce is the critical 

component in closing the achievement gap and helping all of New York Stateôs students become 

college, career, and civic ready. Specifically, the Department believes that by: 

1) Strengthening the preparation of new teachers, principals, and other school leaders through 

the development of P-20 educator preparation partnerships; 

2) Recruiting and supporting promising, diverse candidates to enter those preparation 

programs; 

3) Ensuring that new teachers and school leaders have comprehensive, differentiated supports 

that help them transition from pre-service to employment and leveraging experienced, 

effective teachers and school leaders to serve as mentors; 

4) Establishing a collective understanding of what great teaching and leadership looks like for 

all educators across the entire continuum of their careers and ensuring that teachers and 

school leaders have comprehensive systems of feedback and support; 

5) Providing tools and resources to support LEAs to implement these systems of feedback and 

support, including through building the capacity of school leaders;  

6) Ensuring that there are opportunities for job-embedded professional learning and 

collaboration that promote the ability of teachers and school leaders to meet the needs of 

our diverse student population, including building an understanding of the principle of 

Universal Design for Learning, positive behavior interventions and supports, and social and 

emotional learning; and 

7) Creating and sustaining teacher and school leader leadership opportunities through career 

continuum pathways that are responsive to local needs. 

 

We will better be able to meet our goal of ensuring that all students have access to great teachers 

and school leaders who can provide them with the support that they need to be college, career, and 

civic ready. Research and our own New York State-specific experience tells us that the 

combination of strong preparation, mentoring and induction; meaningful systems of feedback and 

support for educators; professional development; and leadership opportunities, when implemented 

as part of a comprehensive system that leverages partnerships between schools and educator 

preparation programs, are important parts of district-wide strategies to increase student 

achievement and equitable access. 

Although there are districts and BOCES across the State that are already engaged in some or all the 

strategies outlined above, we know that the familiarity and readiness of districts and BOCES 

varies. To assist those LEAs that are already undertaking some or all this work while at the same 
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time building capacity Statewide, the Department will provide the following types of technical 

assistance and support to LEAs:  

1. Provision of equity reports 

2. Continued investments in the professional development of teachers and school leaders 

3. Expansion of toolkits and other resources associated with the Educator Effectiveness 

Framework and Leadership Pathway Continuums 

4. Outlines of key indicators for Talent Management Systems 

5. Example LEA profiles  

As described further in Section D of this plan, the Department will provide support and technical 

assistance to LEAs as they work to understand the equity metrics; identify sources of appropriate 

data and methods for additional local analyses; and guide LEAs in the design of comprehensive 

systems of professional learning, support, and advancement for all educators. There will be regular 

opportunities for diverse stakeholders to reflect upon, refine, and help shape enhancements to the 

Departmentôs plan. 

To promote transparency, the Department will annually publish Equity Reports at both the State 

and district level on its Public Data Access site, data.nysed.gov, that describe differences in rates 

of assignment to ineffective, out-of-field, and inexperienced teachers between minority and low-

income students in Title I schools and non-low-income, non-minority students in non-Title I 

schools. These reports will be published annually so existing gaps and progress in closing those 

gaps will be able to be compared from year to year. For a complete description of the metrics that 

may be included in these reports, please see Section D of this application. 

 

6. School Conditions (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(C)):  Describe how the SEA agency will 

support LEAs receiving assistance under Title I, Part A to improve school conditions for 

student learning, including through reducing: (i) incidences of bullying and harassment; (ii) 

the overuse of discipline practices that remove students from the classroom; and (iii) the use 

of aversive behavioral interventions that compromise student health and safety. 

 

It is a priority of the Board of Regents that New York State schools foster a culture and climate 

that makes school a safe haven where every student feels welcome and free from bias; harassment; 

discrimination; and bullying, especially for traditionally marginalized youth, including, but not 

limited to, youth of color; Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Queer (LGBTQ) youth; and 

youth with disabilities. A meta-analysis of 80 studies analyzing bullying involvement rates (for 

both bullying others and being bullied) for 12 to 18-year-old students reported a mean prevalence 

rate of 35% for traditional bullying involvement and 15% for cyberbullying involvement.17 

Students who experience bullying are at increased risk for poor school adjustment, sleep 

                                                           
17 Modecki, K. L., Minchin, J., Harbaugh, A. G., Guerra, N. G., & Runions, K. C. (2014). Bullying prevalence across 

contexts: A meta-analysis measuring cyber and traditional bullying. Journal of Adolescent Health, 55, 602-611. 

Retrieved from http://www.jahonline.org/article/S1054-139X(14)00254-7/abstract 

 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1054139X14002547?via%3Dihub
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1054139X14002547?via%3Dihub
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difficulties, anxiety, and depression18 and are twice as likely as non-bullied peers to experience 

negative health effects, such as headaches and stomachaches.19 

 

Respect is a learned behavior, and it has never been more important than today that schools take 

proactive steps to keep students safe from bullying and harassment.  Prevention starts before an 

incident occurs, and, to be successful, schools must: 

  

¶ Send a unified message against bullying, harassment, intimidation, and discrimination to 

students, staff, and parents 

¶ Ensure supportive and positive classroom environments 

¶ Practice de-escalation techniques 

¶ Communicate with students, staff, and parents about their roles in prevention and intervention 

¶ Take student complaints seriously and ensure that they are addressed quickly and competently 

¶ Ensure that student discipline practices are equitable and proportionate to the incident 

¶ Reduce the overuse of punitive and exclusionary responses to student misbehavior  

 

With these goals in mind, the Department will support districts in creating conditions that 

maximize all studentsô learning, especially for traditionally marginalized youth, including youth of 

color, LGBTQ youth, and youth with disabilities, through activities, policies, and strategies that 

reduce bullying, harassment, and the overuse of punitive and exclusionary responses to student 

misbehavior.  The Department will also promote the understanding of diverse cultural 

characteristics, positive disciplinary practices, improving school climate, and providing students 

with social-emotional support. The Department continues to develop and build upon existing 

guidance and resources to combat harassment, bullying, and discrimination, and to enhance efforts 

to build and maintain positive and healthy school climates. Efforts will be expanded to provide 

capacity-building guidance; strategies; best-practice resources; and professional development for 

school administrators, instructional staff, and non-instructional staff in the following areas to 

advance these initiatives: 

 

Dignity for All Students Act (DASA) 

 

New York Stateôs Dignity for All Students Act seeks to provide New York Stateôs public 

elementary and secondary school students with a safe and supportive environment that is free from 

discrimination; intimidation; taunting; harassment; and bullying on school property, and at school 

functions, including, but not limited to, discrimination based on a personôs actual or perceived 

race, color, weight, national origin, ethnic group, religion, religious  practice, disability, sexual 

orientation, gender, or sex.    

 

Social-Emotional Wellness and Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACES) 

 

                                                           
18 Center for Disease Control, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control (2015). Understanding bullying.  
19 Gini, G., & Pozzoli, T. (2013). Bullied children and psychosomatic problems: A meta-analysis. Pediatrics. 

 

http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/early/2013/09/11/peds.2013-0614
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One out of four children attending school has been exposed to a traumatic event that can affect 

learning and/or behavior.20 Trauma can affect school performance and learning and cause 

unpredictable or impulsive behavior, as well as physical and emotional distress. It is critical to 

develop and create trauma-sensitive schools that help children feel safe so that they can learn.   

 

Reduce Exclusionary Discipline and Implement Restorative Practices 

 

Recent research has demonstrated that student suspensions and expulsions do long-term harm, and 

students who are suspended are disproportionately more likely to drop out of school, and, in 

adulthood, be unemployed, reliant on social-welfare programs, and imprisoned.   

 

To be successful in implementing a positive school climate in all schools, we must evaluate current 

school discipline practice, move away from zero-tolerance discipline policies, and encourage the 

use of restorative practices in schools. Restorative practices encourage healthy relationships 

between staff and students and seek to resolve conflict rather than just punish offenders. Successful 

implementation of restorative practice results in reducing harmful behavior, repairing harm, and 

restoring positive relationships.21  

 

Eliminate Aversive Behavioral Interventions   

 

The Department defines aversive interventions as an intervention that is intended to induce pain or 

discomfort to a student for the purpose of eliminating or reducing maladaptive behaviors. 

Beginning in 2006, the Department set a general prohibition on the use of aversive behavioral 

interventions, and existing Commissionerôs Regulations 200.22 specifically prohibits the use of 

aversive interventions as part of a behavioral intervention plan. The Department will continue to 

leverage staff expertise and resources created by the Office of Special Education to provide 

technical assistance related to the effective use of Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports 

(PBIS) systems; functional behavioral assessments; behavioral intervention plans; behavioral 

specialists; suspension monitoring; and other professional development to support schools, 

particularly those that are identified under IDEA and/or the State Performance Plan.   

 

Measure School Climate by Using School Climate Surveys 

 

The Department is encouraging schools to administer the U.S. Department of Education school 

climate surveys to students, parents, and staff. Studentsô ability to succeed in school relies not only 

on quality teaching and academic resources, but also on a supportive school environment that 

fosters studentsô growth as individuals and affirms their worth as human beings within the 

educational and social setting of school.22 A school culture where differences are not merely 

                                                           
20

 National Child Traumatic Stress Network Schools Committee. (October 2008). Child Trauma Toolkit for Educators. 

Los Angeles, CA & Durham, NC: National Center for Child Traumatic Stress 
21 Restorative Practices: Fostering Healthy Relationships & Promoting Positive Discipline in Schools A Guide for 

Educators  
22 Payne, E., & Smith, M. (2013). LGBTQ kids, school safety, and missing the big picture: How the dominant bullying 

discourse prevents school professionals from thinking about systemic marginalization or... Why we need to rethink 

LGBTQ bullying. QED: A Journal in GLBTQ Worldmaking, (1), 1-36 

https://safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/edscls
https://safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/edscls



